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The purpose of this study was to determine if 
differences existed between educational administrators' 
and teachers' attribution of cause for student misbehavior 
and their selection of appropriate consequences. 
The sample for this study consisted of 160 secondary 
teachers and 80 educational administrators selected from a 
population of 20 urban schools (grades 9-12), and 20 
suburban schools (grades 9-12) located in the 
metropolitan-Atlanta area. Of the 20 schools in each 
school system, the researcher randomly selected 10 schools 
in both school systems to conduct the research. 
Educational administrators and teachers were 
requested to complete the Causal Factor and Consequence 
Scale Form-R. Data were subjected to correlation analysis 
and t tests. There were nine major hypotheses in the 
study and eight related research questions. 
The results of this study indicated that significant 
relationships existed between the attribution of cause 
with respect to situational or external cause and the 
selection of consequence. There were also significant 
relationships between the attribution of cause to 
disposition (power needs) and the selection of 
consequence. This relationship indicated that the more 
misbehavior is ascribed to power, the more severe the 
consequence. Further analysis revealed that educational 
administrators and teachers selected family structure as 
the variable that influences student misbehaviors more 
often than others. Based on the aforementioned findings/ 
conclusions, the following recommendations were suggested 
for future research. 
1. Educational administrators and teachers should 
focus on the inherent characteristics of the child rather 
than the environment. 
2. While environmental factors such as family 
structure, school management style and peer influence are 
often blamed for misbehavior, administrators and teachers 
should focus on school factors that are just as 
influencing as the cause of student misbehavior. 
3. Educational administrators and teachers need to 
pay special attention to how the characteristics of the 
student who has misbehaved are influencing their diagnosis 
and selection of corrective measures. 
4. A staff development program that teaches both 
administrators and teachers assertive discipline will help 
to minimize and prevent many student behavior problems. 
5. The school and PTA should get parents involved in 
the communication of expected behavior to students, staff, 
and parents which can be the foundation of good discipline. 
6. A follow-up study should be made focusing on how 
male administrators compare with female administrators in 
the attribution of cause and the selection of appropriate 
consequences for student misbehavior. 
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One of the greatest challenges facing school 
administrators and teachers each day is promoting a 
wholesome and supportive learning atmosphere throughout 
the school. Promoting effective discipline in the school 
requires a comprehensive program supported by everyone in 
the entire school organization. Fundamental to achieving 
a school climate where teaching and learning occur with an 
absolute minimum of distraction is firm, consistent, and 
continuous adherence to some established standards and 
expectations to guide student conduct in classrooms and 
other areas of the school. A well-disciplined school 
promotes the ideal of each student working toward 
self-management and controlling his or her own actions. 
At the same time, the school recognizes that adult 
intervention is both desirable and necessary. As 
socializing institutions, schools accept the responsibility 
of helping each student to learn appropriate behavior as 
he or she develops into a mature member of society. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study focused upon the problem of determining if 
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differences exist between educational administrators and 
teachers in a structured and an unstructured discipline 
system, with respect to their respective perceptions of 
misbehavior causality, and their selection of consequences 
for misbehavior. 
As schools are faced with the problem of student 
misbehavior, much attention has been given to the causes 
of student misbehavior in an effort to predict and prevent 
future behavior problems. At the same time, schools have 
looked at different methods, procedures, and strategies in 
trying to cope with discipline problems. In most schools, 
however, the discipline approach is generally determined 
by the building level administrators who must routinely 
evaluate discipline referrals and make decisions about 
consequences for behavior based on the information 
presented on the referral. Public opinion polls have 
stated that discipline problems are not being dealt with 
appropriately in the schools, and teachers and 
administrators have stated that the disciplinary process 
is very complex and therefore requires an educator's 
special experience and training in order to deal with 
discipline matters. 
Misbehavior in the school or classroom is often only 
a symptom of a larger problem troubling the student and 
thereby causing difficulty for that student, the teachers, 
administrators and other students. No ideal cure or 
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punishment exists for all types of misbehavior. Special 
efforts are required, therefore, to pinpoint the actual 
causes or the motivation for misbehavior before trying to 
cure those resistant to authority. Many possible causes 
of student misbehavior have been explored, primarily by 
sociologists, social psychologists, and educational 
psychologists, including the school environment, the home 
environment, peer influence, cultural pressures, prejudice, 
et cetera, but the studies in most cases refer to the 
attitudes and ideas people have about student misbehavior 
as relating to the discipline problem. 
Antecedent conditions present in schools also 
influence behavior: authoritarian behavior toward 
students characterized by oppression and petty rules, 
teacher disrespect toward students, callousness, 
disinterest, incompetence, arbitrary and inconsistent rule 
enforcement, overcrowding, obsolete facilities, low staff 
morale, drug and alcohol problems among students, gang 
problems, inadequacy of the curriculum and activity 
programs aggravated by ineffective classroom management 
skills. 
The attitude that students should be dominated into 
behavioral submission has been linked to rebelliousness 
and self-esteem. The belief that students need emotional 
and intellectual freedom has met with criticism that the 
lack of structure removes the sense of basic security that 
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is needed for a child to develop full potential. The 
various beliefs about consequences for misbehavior have 
been described as too: (a) harsh, (b) lax, (c) inflexible, 
and (d) ambiguous. In each corner of thought about 
student misbehavior, there is a sharp criticism of 
educators' attempt to deal with student misbehavior. 
The conflicting attitudes and beliefs about 
misbehavior are more related to individual perceptions and 
attributions for misbehavior than to training, experience, 
or job role. If this is true, can educators continue to 
state that discipline is so complex that it requires 
special experience and training of teachers and 
administrators to effectively deal with student 
misbehavior? Do educators, especially educational 
administrators, view human behavior differently than 
teachers? These questions are important and may impact on 
the training and profession of educational administrators, 
particularly those in charge of discipline. 
Purpose of Study 
The intent of the study was to survey two separate 
groups of adults, educational administrators, and 
classroom teachers, to determine their perceptions of the 
causes of student misbehavior based on selected scales of 
attribution for misbehavior, and their selection of 
consequences. The survey was conducted in two large 
school systems with one having a highly structured 
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discipline system and the other an unstructured discipline 
system. Respondents were asked to include certain 
biographical data, such as age, race, sex, years of 
experience, and present position. 
Research Questions 
The questions which seem most appropriate for this 
study in relation to the problem are: 
1. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior by administrators in a structured 
discipline system? 
2. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior by teachers in a structured 
discipline system? 
3. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior by administrators in an 
unstructured discipline system? 
4. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior by teachers in an unstructured 
discipline system? 
5. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior by administrators and teachers in 
a structured discipline system? 
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6. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior by administrators and teachers in 
an unstructured discipline system? 
7. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and the selection of 
consequences of misbehavior? 
8. What is the relationship between the attribution 
of cause of student misbehavior and consequence selection 
for student misbehavior and biographical data including 
years of professional education experience, age, sex, and 
race? 
Significance of the Problem 
The ability of educational administrators to deal 
effectively with student misbehavior has come into 
question. Based on research, it seems that attributions 
for student misbehavior are made by educators on a daily 
basis, and these attributions may have enduring effects on 
student behavior. 
Green and Mitchell (1979) viewed educational 
administrators as "scientists" seeking informational cues 
as to causal relationships and acting on these causal 
analyses. Consequently, if there exists an understanding 
by educational administrators of why they do what they do, 
they may in turn come to understand their own and others' 
interpretations of and responses to student misbehavior. 
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This understanding of why events occur and how they are 
perceived may aid in predicting and dealing more 
effectively with the school or work environment (Frieze, 
Bar-Tal, & Carroll, 1979). 
Gibson, Ivancevich, and Donnelly (1982) suggested in 
their book, Organizations, that "understanding and 
predicting how people will react to events around them is 
enhanced by knowing what their causal explanations for 
those events are" (pp. 2-3). Michela and Kelley (1980) 
stated that causal attributions play a central role in 
human behavior: "They constitute the person's 
understanding of the causal structure of the world, and, 
therefore, are important determinants of his interactions 
with that world" (p. 460). Michela and Kelley added that 
"to the degree that people learn about the direct and 
indirect consequences of their own and others' 
attributions they can attempt to manage them" (p. 461). 
Jones and Wortman (1973), Frankel and Snyder (1978), 
Covington and Omelich (1978) , and Jones and Berglas (1978) 
found that attributions for behavior can be controlled 
through awareness and education. Storm and McCaul (1976) , 
and Taylor and Fiske (1975) also studied changing 
attributions using visual change perspectives, where 
changing the "mental picture" of the behavior changes the 
attribution for that behavior. 
More information about the attributional process may 
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help to avoid exacerbating conflict situations. Jones, 
Kanouse, Kelley, Valins, Weiner, and Nisbett (1972) noted 
that there may be a pervasive tendency for actors to 
attribute their own actions to situational factors, while 
observers tended to attribute an actor's behavior to 
stable personal dispositions. These different 
attributions may lead to conflict between an educational 
administrator and a student, which may evolve into a 
continuous cycle of misbehavior; a cycle that Michela and 
Kelley (1980) called self-confirming cycles, and Strom and 
McCaul (1976) called exacerbation cycles: 
Undesirable behavior is attributed to negative 
properties of the actor (e.g., lack of control) 
by the observer, these attributions produce a 
set of consequences that exacerbate the 
undesirable behaviors. As the result, the 
behavior becomes more extreme and because of its 
extremity, becomes even more strongly attributed 
to dispositional factors. (p. 330) 
Bern (1972) indicated that research into the 
attributional process showed that attributions affect our 
feelings about past events and our expectations about 
future ones, our attitudes toward other persons, and our 
reactions to their behavior, and our conceptions of 
ourselves and our efforts to improve our fortunes. 
While the assignment of causality for behavior has 
been explored by social psychologists, most of these 
students included only young college students in 
laboratory settings. The majority of studies focusing on 
the attributional process in education have been limited 
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to teacher and student populations. There appears to be a 
need to explore the dynamics of the attributional process 
with educational administrators and teachers, because of 
the possibility of discovering more information about if 
and how their perceptions of causality for student 
misbehavior relate to the disciplinary process. 
Chapter 2 
Review of Related Literature 
The purpose of this chapter was to review related 
books, research papers and articles, abstracts, and 
position papers and articles from professional journals 
concerned with the concepts of discipline, attribution, 
perception, power, and peer influence in order to build a 
framework for the present study. 
The review of the related literature attempted to 
focus upon the elements that might be related to the 
process by which people assign cause to the behavior of 
others. A historical perspective on the philosophy toward 
discipline, the etiology of student misbehavior, and the 
concept of depersonalization of blame is discussed under 
the topic heading of Discipline. Important interrelated 
concepts under the topic heading of Attribution include 
intentionality, expectations, responsibility, consistency, 
salience, deviance, disposition, and naive psychology. 
The concepts of selection, organization, and 
interpretation are included in the section on Perception. 
The concepts of power perceptions, impressions of power, 
and social interaction status are discussed under the 
10 
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topic heading of Power. Included in the section of Peer 
Influence are the concepts of "other-directed," peer 
influence strength, and self-blame. A concluding summary 
attempts to organize the review into a general statement 
on the interrelatedness of these concepts and the 
subsequent effect on how student misbehavior is perceived. 
Discipline 
Student conduct has long been a primary concern for 
educators and laymen alike, and each year of the last 
decade has seen a growing concern about student 
misbehavior. In the 1985 "Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes 
Toward the Public Schools" (Gallup, 1985) as in 16 out of 
the 17 previous years, the number one educational concern 
of the public was school discipline. This interest in 
student behavior included efforts to understand, predict, 
and prevent disruptive behavior. One way to study 
behavior is to look for causes, direct and indirect 
causes? another way is to observe responses to 
consequences--do consequences meted out for disruptive 
behavior create or reduce behavioral problems? Yet, 
another way is to view the consequences assigned for 
behavior and why (Duffy, 1971). 
The focus on the etiology of student misbehavior has 
become a product of the 20th century because of the 
previously unheard approach of looking beyond the 
student's own responsibility for behavior control, beyond 
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self-discipline, to other causes like parents, environment, 
sex, race, et cetera. Larson and Karpas (1964) , in their 
book Effective Secondary School Discipline, discussed from 
a historical perspective the changing attitudes about 
discipline. During colonial times, each schoolmaster 
needed not be concerned about the causes of misbehavior: 
"he had been taught that there was only one real 
cause--the presence of Satan in the child" (p. 6) . This 
one-dimensional attitude evolved into a somewhat more 
moderate view of student misbehavior, which basically 
viewed children as having a good deal of "natural 
mischief," especially boys; and therefore, concern about 
the etiology of misbehavior was still not important. What 
was important was the schoolmaster's responsibility for 
responding promptly to misbehavior. This notion of 
accountability for one's own behavior can be further 
illustrated by Lloyd DeMause's psychogenic theory of 
development during the period from 1840 to 1880 (cited in 
Davis, 1976). DeMause's very influential ideas addressed 
the development of children's attitudes about self, 
responsibility, and citizenship. Self-control and 
self-reliance are the cornerstones of maturation, 
according to DeMause (cited in Davis, 1976); consequently, 
children must be held responsible for their behavior and 
must learn to accept the consequences. 
As the 20th century emerged, according to Davis 
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(1976), psychosocial foundations of thought were being 
built in Europe and America. Bronson Alcott (cited in 
Wayson, 1978) became the spokesman for the new liberal 
compassionate view of children, sharply criticizing the 
"destructive" thought that children come into the world 
damned and in constant danger of giving in to the 
temptations of the world, and consequently in need of 
rigid control by adults. Alcott advocated (cited in 
Wayson, 1978) respect and freedom for children. This 
represented the shift in concern about student behavior 
toward the exploration of the possible causes for student 
misbehavior. Educators also began to show more interest 
in causality (Wayson, 1978). 
The search for causes of student misbehavior outside 
of the student or at least outside of the student's 
control paralleled the development of psychology and 
sociology. Freud and others stressed the many ways people 
respond to external stimuli and, according to Gordon 
Allport, overlooked "man’s proactive, self-directing 
capacities" (cited in Winter, Griffith, & Kolb, 1970, p. 
458). In sociology, Parsons, Weber, and Merton (cited in 
Duke, 1978) showed that social factors create significant 
pressures on individuals that impact on their lives enough 
to account for behavioral problems such as crime and 
delinquency. According to Duke (1978): 
Alongside behaviorism and sociology came the 
transdisciplinary 'prevention movement', which 
pushed concern over curing existing problems to 
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the back burner in an effort to get at the 'root 
causes' of physiological, psychological and 
social problems. Presumably, knowledge of 'root 
causes' would lead to the elimination of the 
factors that give rise to the problems 
originally. (p. 417) 
Duke (1978) pointed to the study of external causes 
such as society, parents, peers, teachers, administrators, 
et cetera, as having the effect of taking the 
responsibility for misbehavior away from the student. He 
called this the "Depersonalization of Blame." 
Particularly where inappropriate or antisocial 
behavior is concerned, the depersonalization of 
blame appears to relieve misbehaving individuals 
of any responsibility for their actions. 
Everyone becomes a victim of forces outside of 
himself . . . the blame for school discipline 
problems steadily has been transferred from 
individual students to other factors. (p. 415) 
Duke stated that perhaps the continued "Depersonalization 
of Blame" has at least in part been related to the steady 
increase in student misconduct, delinquency, and 
alienation. 
By consistently accounting for an individual's 
behavior in terms of factors external to the 
individual, researchers are contributing to the 
depreciation of individual integrity. If a 
student's behavior in school is the exclusive 
product of family background, peer group, 
teachers, the school system, and societal 
influences, why should he bother to obey rules 
or act appropriately? For that matter, why 
should anyone aspire to perfection, act 
altruistically, cooperate with his fellow human 
beings, or owe his allegiance to a cause greater 
than himself in a society where his behavior is 
predetermined or externally shaped? (p. 431) 
Duke (1978), like Bar-Tal (1976), and Wayson (1982), 
discussed the need for researchers to take a closer, more 
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comprehensive look at school discipline , in general, and 
specifically student misbehavior. The causes of 
misbehavior, as mentioned, have been explored, but too 
often it is difficult to separate myth or naive psychology 
from findings of research studies; and there is a dearth 
of research on educational administrators' views on 
student misbehavior causality. 
Attribution 
The interest in the causes of human behavior stretches 
far into the past; however, causality has taken on more 
serious attention as the fields of psychology and 
sociology have developed and merged. The common idea 
pertaining to causality is that people interpret behavior 
in terms of its causes and that these interpretations may 
play a role in determining how people react to the 
behavior. Research in social psychology has demonstrated 
that our behavior and reactions toward others are strongly 
mediated by our perceptions of them, based on the 
development of assumptions about their motivations behind 
their behaviors and our expectations of how they may 
behave or react in the future. This area of social 
psychology research has been referred to most often as 
attribution research. Attribution theory has generated a 
number of principles as part of an effort to explain the 
process by which people make causal inferences about the 
behavior of others. Most social psychologists traced the 
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origins of attribution research and theory to the works of 
Fritz Heider, who classified his studies as explorations 
into phenomenal causality, or the study of the perception 
of causes of human behavior and the consequences of the 
perceptions (Heider, 1944). Heider (1958) assumed that 
people are motivated by a need to perceive their social 
environment in the same predictable sense as their 
physical environment. In other words, events that occur 
have discernible causes. Consequently, any behavior is 
perceived as having been caused by factors which are 
internal (dispositional), external (situational), or on 
rare occasions, both. For example, if a student is tardy 
to class, it may be perceived as being due to an inherent 
(internal) disregard for rules or regulations or 
responsibility, or to an environmental (external) event 
that had more control or influence on the behavior. 
As stated earlier, social psychologists trace 
attribution/causality to Heider (1944); however, the 
theories and research of several other psychologists have 
played a significant role in the study of attribution: 
(a) Festinger's cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957, 
1962), (b) Schacter and Singer's theory of emotion 
(Schacter & Singer, 1962, 1964), (c) Rotter's research on 
locus of control (Rotter, 1966), (d) Bern's research on 
self-perception (Bern, 1967), and (e) Jones' research on 
person perception (Jones, Davis, & Gergen, 1961). In 
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fact, thoughts on causes of behavior were discussed as far 
back as 1821, when Friedrich Hegel, in his Philosophy or 
Right, stated that the consequences imposed for 
objectionable behavior should be based on the intentions 
of the person. Was the behavior caused by honorable 
intentions that were misguided, or were the person's 
intentions purposely void of respect for others or the 
state? To Hegel, the etiology of behavior should start 
with intentions. 
The study of intentionality, a concept in attribution 
research, has been studied by Jones and Davis (1965), who 
found that a perceiver makes inferences about another's 
behavior as well as about more dispositional (internal) 
characteristics, taking into consideration certain 
assumptions about the other's intentions. These perceived 
intentions matched with the behavior causes the perceiver 
to associate a behavior to an underlying personality 
trait. For example, if a person perceives another 
person's intentions and behavior both aligning across 
dominance lines, the perceiver assigns dominance as a 
stable trait to be remembered and perhaps considered in 
the future. Zadny and Gerard (1974) showed that the 
perceiver's understanding or confusion about another's 
intentions bears a relationship to the perceiver's memory 
of the other's behavior. 
Other researchers have found that when a person's 
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actions are viewed as intentional, they are evaluated 
differently than otherwise (Michela & Kelley, 1980). 
Tedeschi et al. (1974) found that behavior is labeled 
aggressive or nonaggressive on the basis of the observer's 
perceived intentions of the actor. Ickes and Kidd (1976) 
stated that the assistance a perceiver gives another is 
based on whether the needs of the actor are unintentional 
or intentional; more help is given to those whose need is 
attributed to unintentional factors. Piliavin, Rodin, and 
Piliavin (1969) also found that intentionality of need is 
related to the amount of understanding and sympathy and 
subsequently to the amount of help offered. 
Dyck and Rule (1978) discussed a relationship between 
intentional causality of aggressive behavior and 
retaliation. Dyck and Rule, as well as Tedeschi et al. 
(1974) stated that the labeling of a behavior as 
aggressive is based as mentioned on perceived 
intentionality; in turn, the actual degree of severity of 
consequences for intentional aggressiveness is greater. 
Shaw and Sulyer's (1964) work with the concept of 
intentionality showed a discernible difference between 
positive outcomes and intentionality, and negative 
outcomes and intentionality. Positive outcomes are 
praised more if perceived as intentional, while negative 
outcomes are criticized the most when perceived as 
intentional. This supported Heider's (1958) ideas that 
attributions and levels of responsibility are related. 
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Clark's (1980) study of attributions was based 
directly on Heider's level of responsibility concept. 
Clark, like others, found that responsibility and 
intentions are related; however, he also discovered that 
this relationship can be affected by the role of the 
actor. In other words, the level of responsibility 
attributed to intentionality may be altered if the 
perceiver attributes a degree of justification for the 
behavior based on roles. 
Attribution of responsibility and intentionality was 
examined further by Gouran (1979), Brophy (1980), and 
Brophy and Rohrkemper (1980). Gouran's study revealed 
that after 24 triads of college students had discussed 
hypothetical situations of serious and moderately serious 
acts of plagiarism and designated a punishment, the 
seriousness of the violation of accepted standards of 
behavior was related to severity of the punishment, which 
was related to the level of personal responsibility. 
Brophy and Rohrkemper's research on teachers' attribution 
of student behavior found that attributional inferences 
differed according to problem ownership. For problems 
that were owned primarily by teachers themselves, students 
were seen as acting intentionally and able to control 
their behavior. They also found that, for what they 
classified as shared problems, teachers inferred that 
students were not acting intentionally but could control 
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their behavior if helped. Brophy stated that his research 
supported expectations based on attributional analyses 
(responsibility and intentionality) of helping behavior. 
Thus far, the review of the literature has focused on 
discipline, attribution, level of responsibility, 
intentionality, and, to a lesser extent, role 
justifications. Another important dimension of 
attributing causality to behavior is the distinction 
between disposition (internal) and situational (external) 
factors. Frasher and Frasher (1980) stated that: 
People are more prone to attribute another 
person's acts to enduring personal dispositions 
than to situational factors, thus giving 
predictive control in subsequent interactions 
with that person. (p. 10) 
This was indicated earlier by Thibaut and Riecken 
(1955) , who found that people are more complimentary of 
those who are perceived to have complied for internal 
reasons than those who were perceived as externally 
controlled. Jones and Davis (1965) noted that the more 
another person's actions affected the perceiver's welfare, 
the greater the chances a dispositional cause will be 
inferred. Himmelfarb and Anderson (1975) added that an 
actor's failure, or apparent failure, to recognize that 
his/her action has an effect on someone else, in this case 
the perceiver, strengthens the notion of a dispositionally 
based attribution on the part of the observer. 
Ross, Greene, and House (1977) , in a extensive study 
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of student attributions for causality, found that students 
assigned causality to enduring personal dispositions more 
than to situational factors. Other studies, however, have 
concluded that dispositional and situational assignment as 
cause to behavior depends on outcomes or other available 
information, and the source of the information. Kanouse 
and Hanson (1972) supported this contention reviewing the 
works of Jones and Davis (1965): 
They pointed out that because of the normatively 
positive informational environment, negative 
traits and behavior are likely to lead to a 
greater attribution of personal characteristics 
to the individual and thus they may provide more 
information to the individual than positive 
traits. (p. 57) 
The most common scenarios that elicit attributions 
based on dispositional and situational factors are those 
involving success and failure reactions. Miller and Ross 
(1975), Bradley (1978), and Zukerman (1979) discovered 
that attributions for success causality are usually 
internal and external for failure causality. Cooper and 
Lowe (1977), when working with the perception of teachers, 
also noted that success is related more to dispositional 
factors and failure to situational factors. Mann and 
Taylor (1974) included the variables of ethnicity and 
social class, and they still found that success is 
dispositionally perceived and failure is situâtionally 
perceived. Other studies (Ender & Bohard, 1974; Feather & 
Simon, 1971, 1975; Fontaine, 1975; Frieze & Weiner, 1971; 
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Hendrick & Giesen, 1975; Karaz & Perlman, 1975; Nicholls, 
1975; Weiner & Kukla, 1970) have also found a correlation 
between the level of perceived success of behavior and 
degree of assignment of cause to dispositional factors. 
The attribution of success more to the person included 
rationale such as ability, effort, perserverance, 
"internal control," intelligence, and "something about the 
person." 
Heider, as early as 1958, pointed out that the 
"behavior bias engulfs the perceptual field," that is, the 
tendency to base one's perceptions of another's behavior 
more on internal or dispositional factors as the result of 
failing to recognize the environment in which the behavior 
occurred. However, Frasher and Frasher (1980) suggested 
that a factor called deviance affects the attributional 
process when the perceiver's self-esteem is challenged, 
thus supporting the findings of Himmelfarb and Anderson 
(1975) , Jones and Davis (1965), and Thibaut and Riecken 
(1955) that the degree of dispositional causality may 
depend on whether and how much the actor's behavior 
affects the perceiver's self-esteem, welfare, et cetera. 
Frasher and Frasher (1980) stated that the potential for 
conflict emerges because the actors may attribute 
causality for their own behavior in the opposite way; 
"The actor protects self-esteem by attributing the deviant 
behavior to an external or situational cause" (p. 10) . 
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Thus, actors are perhaps more cognizant of the environment 
in which the behavior occurs and therefore, more likely to 
assign causality to external factors. Weiner, Frieze, 
Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum (1972), Walosin, Sherman, 
and Till (1973), Wortman, Costanzo, and Witt (1973), 
Caldini, Brover, and Lewis (1974), and Brandt, Hayden, and 
Brophy (1975) found that actors attribute causality to 
self when successful and to external factors when 
unsuccessful. This held true even when the actors were 
given knowledge that the behavior deviated from the norm 
(Hanson & Donoghue, 1977). Hanson and Donoghue also 
reported that observers attributed the behavior to the 
person. 
Kelley (1971, 1972) examined dispositional versus 
situational attributions of perceivers. Several factors 
were studied, categorized and finally reduced to four 
factors that most influence the process: (a) 
distinctiveness of the behavior, (b) consensus among 
perceivers, (c) consistency over modality, and (d) 
consistency and expectations. Kelley's fourth factor of 
consistency and expectations provided more information 
about the attributional process. The process becomes more 
complex as it moves from intentionality to responsibility, 
from judgement to dispositional and situational components 
to consistency and expectations. These factors are 
seemingly interrelated and as each is researched, more 
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comprehensive explanations for attributions are revealed. 
The factor of consistency and expectations was first 
alluded to by Kelley (1971) in an effort to bring some 
further understanding to the findings of dispositional/ 
situational research. 
Weiner et al. (1971) hypothesized that a strong 
correlation exists between attributions and expectations. 
Michela and Kelley (1980) predicted (based on the work of 
Kelley et al., 1972): 
There will be a less attribution of a behavior- 
correspondent disposition to the actor when his 
behavior is that expected in the situation than 
when the same behavior occurs without 
constraint. The expected behavior is discounted 
as an indication of disposition because it may 
plausibly have been caused by situational 
pressures. (p. 470) 
Deaux (1976) suggested that expectations about 
behavior are based on past consistency, as are 
expectations of actor attitudes. Therefore, according to 
Deaux, and later supported by Bell, Wicklund, Manko, and 
Larkin (1976), behavior consistent with expectations is 
attributed to dispositional factors, while behavior that 
departs from expectations is attributed to situational 
factors. This holds true for negative as well as positive 
expectations. Regan, Straus, and Fazio (1974), as well as 
Bell et al. (1976) , noted that positive behavior of 
well-liked persons and the negative behavior of disliked 
persons were similarly attributed to dispositional 
factors, while behavior inconsistent with these 
expectations were attributed to situational factors. 
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Consistency and expectations were also found by Ajzen 
(1971), Lay, Burron, and Jackson (1973) , and Trope (1974) 
to predict attributions for behavior. Ajzen's study of 
the effects of perceived decision freedom and behavioral 
"utilities" in particular situations led him to state that 
perceiver attitudes are firmly entrenched in the 
attributional process and are based on behavior 
expectations and consistency of not only the behavior of 
the actor but also the perceived attitude of actor in the 
past. According to Himmelfarb (1972), the connection 
between attributions for behavior and consistency and 
expectations is strengthened if the behavior is consistent 
in dissimilar situations. Thereafter, the actor's 
behavior will, for a long period of time, be attributed to 
situational factors if it deviates from the expectations 
of the perceiver based on consistency across situations. 
Hayden and Mischel (1976), in a study of social behavior, 
found that trait consistency remains intact as an 
attribution even in the face of behavior inconsistency; 
however, "the wolf in sheep's clothing" (p. 115), though 
dramatically tough to change, can and will change if the 
behavior continues to be at odds with expected behavior 
and remains inconsistent. This was previously discovered 
by Aronson and Linder (1965) in their study of evaluations 
of behavioral causality based on expectations. 
The rigidity of attributions based on expectations 
26 
was illustrated by Valle (1974). Valle stated that 
observers generally made attributions for behavior based 
on consistency and expectations that in effect minimize 
any changes in their expectations. The consequences of 
rigid expectations can include how people interact with 
each other and how important decisions about people's 
lives are made. 
Carroll and Payne (1977) reported that parole 
decisions were frequently made on attributions for 
behavior based on consistency and expectations factors. 
If negative behavior was consistent and positive behavior 
was consistent, both were attributed to the prisoner's 
internal processes, while inconsistent behavior (negative 
or positive) was attributed to environmental factors. 
This creates a potential conflict for those whose behavior 
has to be evaluated. A prisoner, for example, has a 
history of deviant behavior but the behavior improves 
while in prison. Is the improvement the result of the 
environment? Is the improvement the result of a 
dispositional metamorphosis? Since, as mentioned 
previously, dispositional factors are perceived to be much 
more stable than situational factors, the change in 
behavior in this example would be attributed to the 
environment, according to Carroll and Payne. The degree 
of punishment then depends on an evaluation of future 
risks. The reverse side of expectations, the self- 
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attribution for behavior of the actors, presents an 
equally confounding variable. Brehm and Jones (1970), and 
Cooper (1971) stated that unexpected negative consequences 
may actually enhance or strengthen the behavior if the 
purpose for the behavior was reinforced by observers. 
The struggle between the perceivers' and the actors' 
efforts to retain self-esteem, maintain some sense of 
stability, and try to understand how and why others react 
as they do can lead to consequences such as self- 
fulfilling prophecies, learned helplessness, and cyclical 
behavior. As Bern (1972) noted, people tend to eventually 
adopt the view others have of them and when adopted this 
self-fulfilling prophecy is often extremely résistent to 
change (cited in Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1968), which, of 
course, proves advantageous for positive situations where 
people work up to and even beyond the expectations of 
others including self. The negative side, however, paints 
a picture of almost continuous potential conflict and 
personal defeat. This cyclical process was referred to as 
self-confirming cycles by Michela and Kelley (1980): 
Self-confirming cycle occurs in the perception 
of other persons, as when the attribution¬ 
generated behavior of a perceiver is such as to 
elicit confirming reactions from the stimulus 
person. (p. 420) 
Snyder, Tanke, and Berscheid (1977), according to 
Michela and Kelley (1980), dramatized this notion in a 
study where men interacted via an intercom with women whom 
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they believed to be physically attractive or unattractive. 
The men who thought the women were beautiful expected them 
to be more sociable and poised. These men themselves were 
rated by independent raters as being sociable and bold. 
Also, their expectations of the women elicited behavior 
from the women consistent with those expectations. 
Michela and Kelley (1980) cited another example of 
self-confirmed cycles and another potential hazard: 
Snyder and Swann (1978) were able to demonstrate 
that person A's expectations of hostility from B 
elicit the expected behavior from B and, if B is 
encouraged to attribute that behavior to self, 
the hostility carries over into B's subsequent 
interaction with an innocent C. (p. 470) 
If, in an example, A is an educational administrator, 
B is a student, and C is a teacher, the circumstances can 
rapidly evolve into a disruptive behavioral cycle from an 
attributional cycle. The student is referred to the 
educational administrator who attributes the behavior to 
dispositional factors because of attributional subsets 
such as intentionality and expectations and consequently 
reprimands the student who rebukes the reprimand and who 
in turn returns to calls and displaces the mounting 
frustration on an unknowing teacher. The cycle continues 
at that point. 
Storm and McCaul (1976) called this attributional 
phenomenon exacerbation cycles. Exacerbation cycles 
follow the general sequence mentioned in self-confirming 
cycles, but Storm and McCaul feel the behavior inevitably 
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becomes more extreme and the extremity of the behavior 
enhances the likelihood the actor will attribute the 
behavior to self, which may eventually affect the 
self-concept and give rise to other consequences such as 
learned helplessness. 
Seligman and Meyer first discussed learned 
helplessness in 1967 in their work with animals who were 
exposed to a series of inescapable shocks. Initial 
desperate responses were followed by hostile assaults of 
nearby objects by the animals being shocked which were 
replaced by passivity. Thus, the exacerbation cycle can 
possibly lead to a helpless response state, where one 
feels that regardless of his/her reactions (or even 
intentions) the results are the same. Learned 
helplessness reactions should not be confused with 
compliance. The former makes little or no conscious 
effort to conform; instead, the person simply gives up. 
There is no longer a connection between the onset of an 
adversive event and one's response (Maier, Seligman, & 
Solomon, 1969). Thorton and Jacobs (1971), and Hiroto and 
Seligman (1975) found the same results with human 
subjects. Hiroto and Seligman noted that persons 
continually confronted with an insoluble cognitive task 
also began showing signs of learned helplessness. Dweck 
(1975), in his study of how expectations and attributions 
can be used to alleviate learned helplessness, revealed 
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that self-attributions for failure affected the prediction 
for success in future performances. When the person 
conceded to the influence of external factors at the 
expense of internal expectation, the prospects for success 
were minimal. Fuller, Wood, Rapport, and Dornbusch (1982) 
stated that a connection must be maintained between 
personal effort, expectancy, and results; otherwise, 
self-depreciating, passive behavior (which Duffy, 1977, 
stated is viewed by some as intentional resistance) 
becomes the rule, strongly suggesting that behavior can be 
controlled, but at what cost. 
Thus far, this review of the literature has explored 
some of the major components of how people interpret 
behavior and assign causality. The process appears to be 
quite complex. However, it should also be noted that some 
researchers and theorists described the attributional 
process as more simple and practical. 
Siegler and Liebert (1974), and Shultz and Ravinsky 
(1977) found that attributions for causality depended on 
what behavioral stimuli were present at or near the time 
of behavior. Taylor and Fiske (1975) studied this 
explanation by limiting and later highlighting stimuli in 
an actor/observer situation. What they revealed became 
known as the salience principle, which Michela and Kelley 
(1980) stated is when "an effect is attributed to the 
cause that is most salient in the perceptual field at the 
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time the effect is observed" (p. 428). In other words, 
the principle suggested here is "that an effect is 
attributed to the first cause that comes to mind when the 
attribution question is raised, or at least the first one 
that provides a sufficient explanation" (Michela & Kelley, 
1980, p. 425). Frequently, this "sufficient explanation" 
is based on what Jones et al. (1972) referred to as "naive 
psychology," a set of beliefs about cause of behavior held 
by laypersons, which are strengthened by face validity. 
One major component of naive psychology is called the 
"just world hypothesis," according to Shaw and Skolnick 
(1971), which is defined as a "belief that the world is 
orderly and one's strivings will not be blocked by chance 
interferences from the physical and/or social environment" 
(Lerner & Miller, 1978, p. 1035). This is part of an 
effort to convince oneself that unexpected negative events 
will not happen to them. The rationale is often projected 
to attributions for negative behavior. In most situations 
then, the person who exhibited the behavior will be 
perceived as the cause of the behavior. There is less 
tendency to attribute causality to the environment because 
a "just world" would not create a situation so controlling 
as one's behavior. Because of this perception, 
consequences for the person's behavior are affected. In a 
"just world," the actor gets what he/she deserves (Kun & 
Weinter, 1973; Lerner & Miller, 1978; Younger, Earn, & 
Arrowood, 1978) . 
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The idea of a "just world hypothesis" and a naive 
psychology attribution process may in fact be related to 
individual philosophies, perceptions, and personality 
traits. Lay, Burron, and Jackson (1973) found that people 
assign cause based on their own personality traits as much 
or more than on intentions, expectations, judgements, 
disposition, or situations. Reeder and Brewer (1979) also 
noted that attributions can be linked to observer 
personality traits; however, they did not separate 
personality from other factors such as perceived 
intentions of the actor. Instead, they stated that the 
personality traits are part of the overall attribution 
process, and in particular are related to the perceptual 
process of individuals. 
Perception 
The process of perception should not be overlooked in 
any discussion of how people observe and react to the 
behavior of others. Perception was defined by Sartain, 
North, Strange, and Chapman (1962) as "the process by 
which sensory input is interpreted so as to make it 
meaningful" (p. 418). Our perceptual processes include a 
tendency to perceive objects and situations in a way that 
meets our needs, which includes our perception of the 
motivation behind others' behavior (Heider, 1959). This 
perceptual process becomes even more complex when the 
behavior of another is inconsistent, confusing, and/or 
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totally unexpected. "The more ambiguous or indefinite the 
situation, the more our motives and emotions are likely to 
influence the way we perceive it" (Sartain et al., 1961, 
p. 244). 
Sheridan (1971) also noted that percepts result not 
just from external stimuli but from the perceiver as 
well. The notion that we "see things as we do because 
they are as they are" (Koffka, 1935, p. 48) discounts the 
importance of perception, especially social-perception 
(Bern, 1972) . In all of our interactions with others we 
respond to a variety of cues, many of which would be 
difficult to identify, such as facial expression (Dixon, 
1966) , size of the pupil of the eye (Hess & Polt, 1960) , 
and voice intonation (Chomsky, 1974) . These cues flow 
through the perceptual process, a process that, according 
to Heider (1959) and Gibson (1969) , includes selection, 
organization, and interpretation, and becomes a part of 
the response (behavior and/or cognitive) of the 
perceiver. Of particular importance to interpretation are 
selection and organization. Selection generally involves 
conscious and unconscious isolation of potential cues to 
understanding the observed behavior. Some potential cues 
are eliminated during selection . It is not uncommon, 
according to Bern (1972) , for a perceiver to repeatedly 
eliminate the same or at least similar cues. This is 
likewise true of the organizational component of the 
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perceptual process; people tend to organize information 
provided through the selection process in a consistent 
manner. Common examples of perceptual organization are 
stereotyping--the tendency to assign attributes to someone 
solely on the basis of a category to which the person 
belongs (see Synder, Tanke, Berscheid, 1977, on 
self-fulfilling nature of social stereotyping); 
projection--the tendency to see in other persons' traits 
that you yourself possess (Sartain et al. , 1962) ; and the 
halo effect--"the tendency, in making an estimate or 
rating of one characteristic of a person, to be influenced 
by another characteristic or by one's general impression 
of that person" (English & English, 1958, p. 236) . 
The selection and organization components of 
perception provide individuals with an essential framework 
in an effort to form some grasp of others' behavior. 
Perception moves people into what Sidney Jourard, in his 
book Personal Adjustment (1963), called the assumptive 
world: 
Our behavior is always undertaken with reference 
to the perceived world, the assumptive world. 
We can hardly make sense out of anybody's 
behavior unless we somehow learn from him how 
the world appears to him--what he is trying to 
do, how he interprets the things which he sees 
and hears, and what his predictions and 
expectations are regarding the human and 
artificial things about him. (p. 65) 
Snygg and Combs (1959), Lazarus (1966), Coopersmith 
(1967), and Bern (1972) believed that perceptions of others 
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and perceptions of self are both fundamental in any study 
of behavioral causality. As mentioned earlier, people 
interpret the total situation on the basis of a limited 
number of cues, which may result in errors in perceiving. 
This is also true of self-perception, according to Bern. 
Self-perception involves the person's self-concept, which 
apparently plays an important but somewhat undetermined 
role in the assignment of cause to behavior. 
Thus far the review of related literature has tried 
to link the elements of disruptive behavior, attribution 
processes, and social perception. A person's self-concept 
is related to the person's power to control self and 
influence others as well as to the perception of degree 
and use of power. These dynamics affect attributions, 
which affect reactions. This focuses the discussion back 
to the main components of attribution research: assigning 
cause for behavior, in which perception plays a major 
role. This review of the literature continues with a 
discussion of power and the influence of others. 
Power 
According to Wolman (1980), "power is the ability to 
satisfy needs of oneself and/or of others or prevent their 
satisfaction" (p. 551). Cohen (1972) defined power as the 
ability one has to influence the behavior of self and the 
behavior of others. In Cohen's study of power and 
self-concept, he found that: 
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An individual with high self-concept may be 
expected to show behavior that is more 
organized, effective, realistic, consistent and 
meaningful than that of a person with low 
self-concept. He should, therefore, feel more 
able to deal with a given situation and be less 
threatened when confronting another person. In 
contrast, a person with low self-concept should 
feel less confident of reaching his goal . . . 
and more readily experience threat in any 
situation where someone else has power 
potential. (p. 38) 
Wolman (1974) also suggested that there is a strong 
connection between one's self-concept, one's assessment of 
power as part of the concept of self, how one perceives 
others, how others perceive him/her, and how one responds 
behaviorally to conflict or potential conflict 
situations. Wolman added that the more one feels he/she 
has power, the greater the perceived sense of security and 
the better his/her protection of self. The feelings of 
inferiority or superiority reflect what one thinks about 
self in terms of power. The impression of power becomes 
as important in interpersonal interactions as a true sense 
of power. 
An individual can 'impress others' or make them 
believe in his power in more than one way . . . 
the less one is sure of self and his own power, 
the more important it is to convince others that 
he possess power. (Wolman, 1980, p. 551) 
The way a person tries to impress others of one's 
power varies. As alluded to by Wolman (1980), a person 
may become overbearing, demanding, overly sarcastic, 
and/or usually critical. The person will always be 
defensive and oversensitive to the comments and actions of 
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others. Ferster (1966) noted that people who have a 
faltering self-concept experience feelings and thoughts of 
anger and apprehension that may not be directly 
maninfested in their overt behavior on a daily basis. 
However, Ferster added, the person with a negative-side 
self-concept may at times surprise self and others by 
overreactions to isolated situations, especially when that 
person's control or power is felt to be challenged; the 
person's social interaction status is questioned. 
Social interaction status was thought to be an 
important component of the perception of self and others 
by Wolman (1980). In fact, Wolman (1949) hypothesized 
that status is a function of power and acceptance: S = f 
(P, A) . A study of social relations in classroom 
situations pointed to four different types of reactions 
between students and teachers related to the two 
dimensions of power and acceptance. 
Teachers perceived by students as weak and 
hostile were openly defied and could not control 
their classes. Those perceived as weak and 
friendly had very unstable discipline. Teachers 
regarded as strong and hostile controlled their 
classes, but the discipline was involuntary and 
based on fear and suppressed hatred. Teachers 
perceived as strong and friendly were willingly 
obeyed by their students. (Wolman, 1980, p. 554) 
Wolman (1958) reported that interviews with the 
children in the 1949 study revealed children's self- 
confidence and status (a function of power and acceptance) 
were not challenged by the strong and friendly teachers, 
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but were challenged in varying degrees by the other 
teachers, which elicited negative responses by the 
children. The disruptive children pointed to the teacher 
and to other students as causing their behavior. Teachers 
who had the most negative reactions from students gave 
dispositional causes for the student behavior. The 
teachers blamed the students and the students blamed the 
teachers and other students. 
Frequently in this review of related literature, 
attributing cause for behavior has focused on the 
influence of others on one's behavior. As mentioned, Duke 
(1978) referred to this as the depersonalization of 
blame. Thus far, the literature has shown that our 
perception of self is strongly related to others. 
Therefore, it seems pertinent to outline the research on 
peer influence, the influence of others on one's behavior, 
and the effect this might have in the assignment of cause 
to behavior. 
Peer Influence 
David Riesman (1950) called human beings "other- 
directed," and contrasted them with the "tradition- 
directed" and the "inner-directed" persons. The 
tradition-directed type (e.g., in primitive and folk 
societies) looks to tradition and past for guidance and 
models of behavior. The inner-directed type, exemplified 
by 19th century man, guided his behavior by abstract ideas 
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implanted in him as a child by family authority--ideas 
such as wealth, knowledge, and the moral life. The 
other-directed person made his/her way through the 
complexities and intricacies of modern life by picking up 
and responding to cues from the environment. According to 
Riesman, the other-directed people depended upon their 
peers to tell them what to think, how to dress, how to 
behave, and what success was. The peer group (the 
influence of others) socialized, which impacted on the 
perception of self and others. The strength of the 
influence of the peer group on behavior has been 
demonstrated repeatedly. 
One of the most frequent mentioned studies of peer 
influence was that of Milgram (1964), a social 
psychologist who structured an experiment in which a male 
subject joined three other men in what was described as a 
learning experiment. They were to teach a simple 
laboratory task by administering electric shock to the 
learner for incorrect responses. The entire situation, 
shock, learning, etc., was staged. Forty subjects were 
urged to turn up the shock because of the "lack of effort" 
on the part of the learner. About 40 subjects were not 
pressured to elevate the presumed shock level. The 
subjects admonished to turn up the shock level averaged 14 
arbitrary units compared to an average of 3.5 arbitrary 
units for those not pressured by the peers. Milgram 
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concluded that peer influence can control our behavior and 
our perception of others. 
Eisenstadt's From Generation to Generation (1956), an 
ethnographic study of peer influence at different age 
groups, recognized the importance of peer-provided 
information on our problem solving, our perceptions of 
others and self, our politics, and our values and 
lifestyle. Other major works on peer influence included 
those of Gordon (1957), Coleman (1961), Turner (1964), and 
Riesman (1961). 
Though it has been mentioned that peer influence 
remains an important factor into adulthood, there is 
evidence that the degree of peer influence does coincide 
with other developmental milestones. Costanzo and Shaw's 
(1966) results indicated a relatively low degree of peer 
conformity in the 7- to -9 age range, and a gradual 
decrease in susceptibility to peer influence from then 
onward. These findings were supported by Harvey and 
Tutherford (1960), Iscoe, Williams, and Harvey (1963), and 
Landsbaum and Willis (1971). Costanzo (1970) added the 
dimension of self-blame to his study of peer influence. 
It is interesting that while Costanzo found peer influence 
seems to diminish past the age of 15, so does self-blame 
(based on cause of an accident) . Heise (1968) discovered 
that subjects 18-19 years old were more condemnatory of 
listed deviant acts than an older age group. The over 20 
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age group was less punishing because they felt that 
dealing with the problem of peer influence is a major 
problem during the teens, while the 18-19 years old group 
accepted more blame. Petronio (1973) explained the 
findings by theorizing that adolescents are peer 
influenced and peer loyal, thus likely to take the blame 
out of loyalty to peers, while adults are quick to point 
to the "adolescent struggle" that includes the influence 
of peers. 
Theoretical Framework 
To formulate the conceptual framework for this study, 
this section focuses on the relationships between the 
independent and dependent variables which emanated from 
the literature review. The purpose of this study was to 
determine if differences exist between educational 
administrators' and teachers' perception of the causes of 
student misbehavior and their selection of consequences in 
a structured discipline system versus an unstructured 
discipline system (see Figure 1). 
According to Figure 1, the selection of cause refers 
to the behavior descriptions in the AAMD Adaptive Behavior 
Scale. The public school version classifies behavior 
statements into three major types: (a) destructive 
behavior, (b) antisocial behavior, and (c) rebellious 
behavior. Selection of consequence or punishment is 
referred to in terms of consequence severity (lenient, 
Independent Variable Attribution Dependent Variable 
Figure 1. Structured discipline system versus an unstructured discipline system model. 
43 
mild, and severe) ratings rather than specific consequence 
actions. 
A school system that follows due-process guidelines 
is considered highly structured due to the series of 
formal hearings. The degree to which these guidelines are 
followed somewhat determines the success the school system 
will have in avoiding court cases and winning those that 
do arise. School systems that adhere to due-process 
guidelines in an informal manner are considered 
unstructured. 
Due process is a flexible rather than a rigid 
concept. The decisions to impose punishment by 
administrators and teachers must be preceded by a careful 
and thorough process of investigation into the factual 
basis or the alleged offense with an adequate opportunity 
for the student to refute the charges, or to challenge the 
legitimacy of the violated school rule. It means that an 
individual is treated fairly and justly. Fairness and 
reasonableness anchored to the major elements of due 
process allow a school system to act upon discipline 
matters with sureness and firmness. 
In engaging in the process of selection of causes and 
consequences, the administrator and teacher should be 
aware that certain subjective factors could compromise the 
objectivity and effectiveness of the process. According 
to attribution theory, individuals who are judging other 
44 
people tended to attribute the actions of the latter to 
their personal characteristics and attitudinal 
dispositions rather than to situational factors. 
Therefore, the physical characteristics, appearance, or 
attitude of a student who has misbehaved could 
subconsciously affect an administrator and/or teacher, 
limiting the process of selection of causes or 
consequences as well as influencing the final disposition 
of the problem. The suggestion here is that individual 
need to pay attention to how the characteristics of the 
student who has misbehaved influence their selection of 
corrective measures. 
Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant 
relationship between the attribution of cause and 
selection of consequence for student misbehavior by 
administrators in a structured discipline system. 
Hypothesis 2. There will be no significant 
relationship between the attribution of cause and 
selection of consequence for student misbehavior by 
teachers in a structured discipline system. 
Hypothesis 3. There will be no significant 
relationship between the attribution of cause and 
selection of consequence for student misbehavior by 
administrators in an unstructured discipline system. 
Hypothesis 4. There will be no significant 
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relationship between the attribution of cause and 
selection of consequence for student misbehavior by 
teachers in an unstructured discipline system. 
Hypothesis 5. There will be no significant difference 
in the attribution of cause and in the selection of 
consequence for student misbehavior between administrators 
and teachers in a structured discipline system. 
Hypothesis 6. There will be no significant difference 
in the attribution of cause and in the selection of 
consequence for student misbehavior between administrators 
and teachers in an unstructured discipline system. 
Hypothesis 7. There will be no significant 
relationship between the selection of cause of misbehavior 
and the consequence of misbehavior. 
Hypothesis 8. There will be no significant 
relationship between the selection of cause and each of 
the following biographical data such as years of 
professional educational experience, age, sex, race, and 
marital status. 
Hypothesis 9. There will be no significant 
relationship between the selection of consequence and each 
of the following biographical data such as years of 
professional educational experience, age, sex, race, and 
marital status. 
Definition of Terms 
Attribution: is the perception of influence of 
causes. 
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Deviance; is an element in the attribution process 
in which the actor protects self-esteem by attributing the 
deviant behavior to an external cause rather than to an 
internal cause when the actor engages in deviant behavior. 
Disposition: is an element in the attribution 
process in which people are more prone to attribute 
another person's acts to enduring personal dispositions 
than to situational factors, thus giving predictive 
control in subsequent interactions with that person. 
Due process; refers to a certain specified process 
or set of procedures the objective of which is to assure 
that an individual is treated fairly and justly. 
Formal hearing; involves the use of a hearing 
officer. 
Informal hearing; involves hearing with administrator 
that does not involve use of hearing officer. 
Naive psychology; is a set of beliefs about cause of 
behavior held by laypersons. 
Self-confirming cycles; are when the attribution¬ 
generated behavior of a perceiver is such as to elicit 
confirming reactions from the stimulus person. 
The salience principle: is when an effect is 
attributed to the cause that is most salient in the 
perceptual field at the time the effect is observed. 
The Just World Hypothesis; is a belief that the 
world is orderly and one's strivings will not be blocked 
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by chance interferences from the physical and/or social 
environment. 
Perception: is the process by which sensory input is 
interpreted so as to make it meaningful. 
Perceptual selection: is the conscious or unconscious 
isolation of potential stimuli. 
Perceptual organization: is the attempt to organize 
and categorize stimuli. 
Power: is the ability to satisfy needs of oneself 
and/or others or prevent their satisfaction. 
Other-directed: refers to the belief that people 
make their way through life by picking up and responding 
to cues from the environment. 
Peer influence: refers to the impact others have on 
one's behavior, beliefs, values, and perceptions. 
Structured discipline system: is one that follows 
due-process procedures based on a series of formal 
hearings. 
Unstructured discipline system: is one that views 
due-process procedures in a more informal manner. 
Summary 
This review of related literature has focused on the 
possible relationships between student discipline 
concerns, the depersonalization of blame, the 
attributional process, perception, power, and peer 
influence. These elements seem to play an important role 
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in the study of causality, how and why people assign cause 
to behavior. Also, these elements may help to explain any 
correlations between the assignment of cause to behavior 
and the choice of consequences for disruptive behavior. 
The literature indicated that the attributional 
process is a vital part of interpersonal relations. The 
assignment of causality depends on the perceiver's 
perception of self and others. This concept of self acts 
as a perceptual selector of stimuli based on expectations 
of others, perceived intentions of others, and the 
consistency of others' behavior. Interactions with others 
is affected by perceptions of power and social status as 
well as one's need to influence or be influenced by 
others. Michela and Kelley (1980) revealed that the 
interlocking elements of the attributional process can 
evolve into self-confirming cycles. In other words, the 
assignment of cause to behavior can be difficult to alter 
and therefore, may exacerbate conflict situations. 
To some the assignment of causality is linked to 
"naive psychology" or the "just world hypothesis." But 
the literature made some distinctions between how people 
assign cause for behavior. Borko and Schavelson (1978), 
Carroll and Payne (1977), and Miller, Smith, and Uleman 
(1981) found evidence that trained professionals made 
different causal attributions based on their field of 
expertise. Perhaps a further study of the attributional 
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process among different groups of people would shed light 
on attributions as well as provide information on if and 
how different attributions impact consequences. The study 
of different groups may also be useful in determining if 
educators' and the general public's opinions about 
discipline really differ and, if so, why. 
Chapter 3 
Methods 
The purpose of this study was to determine if 
differences existed between educational administrators and 
teachers in a structured and unstructured discipline 
system and their attributions for student misbehavior. In 
order to do this, educational administrators and teachers 
were asked to complete the Causal Factor and Consequence 
Scale-Form P and PI, and a biographical data form. This 
chapter describes the study sample, the scale used in the 
study, the research design, and the methodology that was 
employed, and the analyses applied to data collection. 
Subjects and Research Design 
The sample for this study consisted of 160 secondary 
teachers and 80 educational administrators selected from a 
population of 20 urban schools (grades 9-12), and 20 
suburban schools (grades 9-12) located in the metropolitan 
Atlanta area. Of the 20 schools in each school system, 
the researcher randomly selected 10 schools in both school 
systems to conduct the research. 
An ex post facto design was utilized in this study. 
This design was chosen to describe and interpret existing 
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conditions in a population of secondary teachers and 
administrators who work in schools in which the discipline 
system is different. Unlike an experimental design in 
which a researcher manipulates and controls the 
independent variables and observes the dependent variable 
for variations related to the manipulation of the 
independent variables, this study was concerned with 
relationships which existed between variables. The ex 
post facto design was defined by Kerlinger (1973) as 
follows: 
Ex post facto research is systematic empirical 
inquiry in which the scientist does not have 
direct control of the independent variables 
because their manifestations have already 
occurred or because they are inherently not 
maniputable. Inferences about relationships are 
made, without direct intervention, from 
concomitant variation of independent and 
dependent variables. (p. 520) 
Table 1 indicates that all educational administrators 
in this study with the exception of two had a masters' 
degree. One-hundred of the 145 teachers in this study 
also had a graduate school level education. The master's 
degree ranked number 1 among all degrees with 123 teachers 
and administrators as holders. This was followed by 47 
bachelor degrees, 37 specialists and 13 doctorates. 
A description of the groups in this study by length 
of time in their current employment is shown in Table 2. 
Only 15 of the 220 subjects had been in their current 
employment for 3 years or less. Eighty-eight of the 
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Table 1 











Structured 1 19 11 7 
Teachers 
Structured 22 43 4 2 
Administrators 
Unstructured 1 18 15 3 
Teachers 
Unstructured 23 43 7 1 
Total 47 123 37 13 
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Structured 2 3 5 12 16 
Teachers 
Structured 9 7 18 19 21 
Administrators 
Unstructured 0 3 10 4 21 
Teachers 
Unstructured 4 4 7 13 42 
Total 15 17 40 48 100 
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subjects had been in their current employment from 7 to 15 
years. One hundred subjects had worked in the same job 
for 15 or more years. 
Table 3 provides chronological ages of the subjects 
according to groups. Forty-six percent of the educational 
administrators in a structured discipline system were 
31-40 years old, which was comparable to the teachers' 43% 
in the same structured system. Forty-six percent of the 
educational administrators in the structured system were 
41-50 years old, while only 31% of the teachers in the 
unstructured system, and 23% in the structured system were 
41-50 years old. Forty-five percent of the educational 
administrators in the unstructured system were 50 years or 
older, and only 8% of the educational administrators in 
the structured system were 50 years or older. 
Table 4 indicates that approximately 87% of the 
educational administrators were married, as compared to 
63% and 68% for teachers in both systems. Ninety percent 
of the educational administrators in the unstructured 
system had 1 or more children as compared to teachers in 
the structured system with 64%. Sixty-three percent of 
the educational administrators in the unstructured system 
are black as compared to 68% white in the structured 
system. Only 1% fall into the "other" category. Table 4 
also showed that 13% and 10% of both administrator groups 
had no children. Thirty-six percent and 27% of both 
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Table 3 










Administrator Structured - 17 17 3 
Teacher Structured 19 32 17 6 
Administrator Unstructured - 6 15 17 
Teacher Unstructured 14 25 22 10 
Table 4 
Description of Sample Groups by Marital Status, Sex, Number of Children, and Race 
Group Married Single Male Female White Black Other 
One or More 
No Children Children 
Administrators Structured 87% 13% 70% 30% 68% 32% 0% 13% 87% 
Teachers Structured 68% 32% 23% 77% 61% 39% 0% 36% 64% 
Administrators Unstructured 87% 13% 82% 18% 37% 63% 0% 10% 90% 
Teachers Unstructured 63% 37% 35% 65% 17% 82% 1% 27% 73% 
U1 
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teacher groups also had no children. Males comprise 70% 
and 82% respectively for administrators in both groups as 
compared to females comprising 77% and 65% of the teachers 
in both groups. 
Instrumentation 
An intensive review of the literature, including 
Buros' Eight Mental Measurement Yearbook (1978), was made 
for possible instruments to be used in this study. This 
review produced seven scales consisting of descriptions of 
student behavior: the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale, the 
Behavior Status Inventory (BSI) (1969) , the Bradford 
Classroom Interaction Analysis (BCIA) (1973), the Burk's 
Behavior Rating Scale (BBRS) (1968) , the Daily Behavior 
System (DBS) (1971), and the Ottawa School Behavior 
Checklist (OSBC) (1969). The BSI was described as being 
for psychiatric inpatients. The BCIA does not have clear 
behavior descriptions. The BBRS behavior statements are 
descriptions of students with learning disabilities. The 
DBS is currently not in print, and the OSBC provides 
descriptions of emotional outbursts. 
The only scale in print that tests the attribution 
process was developed by Dr. Gary McGiboney, professor at 
Georgia State University, in 1983. The Causal Factor and 
Consequence Scales, Form P and Form PI, were developed to 
describe a wide range of student behaviors, offer possible 
causes for each behavior and offer a range of possible 
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consequences for each student behavior. Both forms (Form 
P for Power, Form PI for Peer Influence) have 10 
destructive behavior statements, 12 antisocial behavior 
statements, and 12 rebellious behavior statements. Each 
scale's second 17 statements, items 18-34, are behavior 
statements drawn from the same subset behavior factors as 
the first 17 statements, items 1-17. The selection of 
causes is based on three levels: l--unrelated, 
2--somewhat related, 3--strongly related. The selection 
of consequences is based on three levels: l--lenient, 
2--mild, 3--severe. The 34 items on each form are 
statements such as "student damages another student's 
notebook," and "student indirectly causes injury to 
another student." To each statement the respondent makes 
two responses, the first relating to cause and the second 
relating to consequence. 
McGiboney's (1983) research indicated reliability 
determined by the split-half method. Reliability 
coefficients were calculated for each of the four groups 
for both Form P and Form PI using the Spearman Formula for 
rank order correlation. The rankings were accomplished by 
assigning numeric weights to the responses for both 
forms. The reliability coefficients ranged from .76 to 
.88 for Form P, and from .78 to .87 for Form PI. The 
validity of the Causal Factor and Consequence scales, Form 
P and Form PI, has been proven in its consistent use. 
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Content validity was based on McGiboney's (1983) use of a 
panel of expert judges consisting of psychologists, 
administrators, graduate students, professors, and 
laypersons. According to Balian (1982): 
Occasionally, formal panels of judges will 
logically evaluate and quantitatively rate 
instrument items independently and items may be 
added, modified, or dropped, relative to the 
panel's majority opinion. This final method is 
the strongest form of content validity, but is 
still largely dependent upon the quality of the 
judges and the integrity of the panel design and 
format. The judging panel method is advised 
over other content validity techniques. (p. 57) 
The choices of power and peer influence were used; 
because in the opinion of school psychologists, power 
represents an internal control component, and peer 
influence represents an external control component. 
In order to lessen confusion for respondents, a 
revised Causal Factor and Consequence Scale was developed 
eliminating the two 34-item scales and combining the three 
types of behavior statements to form a new 15-item scale. 
The revised scale also offer choices for causes and 
consequences. The first 15 items refer to destructive 
behavior; items 16-33 refer to antisocial behavior, and 
items 34-51 refer to rebellious behavior. Respondents are 
still offered 3 choices of consequences (i.e., lenient, 
mild, or severe), but are now given 5 choices for cause. 
Respondents are asked to rate the degree to which they 
think the following behaviors are caused by the student's 
disposition (need for power) or by situation factors 
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(influence of peers). The five responses are: SD = 
strongly dispositional; MD = mildly dispositional; U = 
uncertain, may be equally situational or dispositional; MS 
= mildly situational; and SS = strongly situational. The 
revised scale measures the same causes and consequences as 
Form P and Form PI; however, repetitious statements are 
reduced. 
Reliability for the revised Causal Factor and 
Consequence Scale was determined by the test-retest method 
using 10 administrators who were not a part of the 
dissertation sample. This group was given the revised 
Causal Factor and Consequence Scale twice during a 2-week 
interval. The reliability scores ranged from .81 to .87. 
The face validity of the revised Causal Factor and 
Consequence Scale was based on the use of an expert panel 
of 8 judges that included 2 each of the following: school 
psychologists, administrators, counselors, and teachers. 
The expert panel rated the scale on clarity of directions 
and the relationship of the items to student misbehavior 
and selection of consequences. 
Collection and Analysis of Data 
The method of collecting data in this study was to 
mail the Causal Factor and Consequence Scale and the 
Biographical Data Sheet to the secondary teachers and 
administrators who comprised the study sample. The 
respondent's package included a cover letter and return 
instructions. They were asked to complete the scale, the 
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biographical data and a short survey on factors that 
influence misbehavior. A follow-up mailing and phone 
calls were conducted after the initial mailout. Of the 
240 mailouts, 220 (92%) were returned (see Table 5). 
The data were subjected to analysis by means of the 
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient, which is 
the most widely used measure of relationship. Correlation 
coefficients are used as a statistical summary of the 
nature of the relationship between two variables. They 
provide us with an estimate of the quantitative degree of 
relationship. The numbers are almost always between -1.00 
and +1.00. According to McMillan and Schumacher (1984): 
Measures of relationship are used to indicate 
the degree to which two sets of scores are 
related. The relationship can either be 
positive or negative and either strong or weak. 
(p. 430) 
Since one of the purposes of this study was to 
compare educational administrators' responses on the 
questionnaire with teacher responses, the t test was used 
to determine if mean scores of the Causal Factor and 
Consequence Scale variables for the teacher group were 
significantly different from the educational 
administrators' mean scores. According to McMillan and 
Schumacher (1984): 
There are many research situations in which a 
mean from one group is compared to a mean from 
another group to determine the probability that 
the corresponding population means are 
different. The statistical procedure for 
determining the level of significance when two 
means are compared is the T-test. (p. 253) 
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Table 5 











Structured 40 37 37 92.5% 
Teachers 
Structured 80 74 74 92.5% 
Administrators 
Unstructured 40 38 38 95.0% 
Teachers 
Unstructured 80 71 71 88.7% 
Total 240 220 220 91.6% 
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Limitations of the Study 
The study had the following limitations: 
1. The study was limited to a single survey. 
2. The study was subject to the usual limitations of 
survey studies using an inventory or questionnaire for 
data collection: (a) it was difficult to determine if 
participants' completion of the survey was done in 
private, at home, or at work ; (b) it was difficult to 
determine if participants completed the survey in one 
setting; (c) careless responses were weighed as heavily in 
the final analysis; and (d) it was difficult to determine 
how well the respondents understood each item on the 
scales. 
3. The study was subjected to the limitations of 
partial returns, even though an effort was made to 
follow- up mailouts. There was no concise way of 
determining if unknown factors were responsible for 
nonreturns. 
4. Respondents to the questionnaire were not forced 
to make a choice between disposition and situational 
because of the use of uncertain as a choice. 
Chapter 4 
Analysis of the Data 
This chapter presents statistical data and discussion 
related to the hypotheses in chapter 2. The purpose of 
this study was to determine if differences exist between 
educational administrators' and teachers' attributions for 
student misbehavior and their choice of appropriate 
consequences. 
The data were subjected to analysis by means of the 
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient for 
Hypothesis 1 through Hypotheses 4, 7, 8, and 9. 
Hypotheses 5 and 6 were analyzed using the t test. The 
level of significance was set at .05. The results of the 
analyses along with the hypotheses are presented below. 
1. The results with respect to Hypothesis 1: There 
will be no significant relationship between the attribution 
of cause and the selection of consequence for student 
misbehavior by administrators in a structured discipline 
system. Table 6 indicates that there is a significant 
relationship at the .05 level of significance between the 
attribution of cause with respect to situational or 
environmental cause and the selection of consequence by 
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Table 6 
Pearson Correlations for Educational Administrators in a Structured Discipline Syscem 






SELCON 1.000 .1910 -.2734 
(0) (37) (37) 
£ = • £ = .129 £ = .050 
POWER (Disposition) .1910 1.0000 -.0077 
(37) (0) (37) 
£ = .129 £ = • £ = .482 
INFLU (Situational) -.2734 -.0077 1.0000 
(37) (37) (0) 
£ = .050 £ = .482 £ = • 
Note. (Coefficient/Cases/Significance) is printed if a coefficient cannot be 
computed. 
*SELCON = Selection of Consequence 
* *INFLU = Influence 
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administrators in a structured dicipline system. The 
coefficient is inverse (-.2734, £ < .050) which means that 
those who ascribe cause of misbehavior less to situational 
influences tend to select more severe consequences. The 
relationship between power/disposition as a cause of 
misbehavior and the selection of consequence was not 
significant for this part of the sample. The hypothesis 
was therefore partially rejected. 
2. The results with respect to Hypothesis 2: There 
will be no significant relationship between the attribution 
of cause and selection of consequence for student 
misbehavior by teachers in a structured discipline 
system. Table 7 indicates that there is no significant 
relationship between cause and consequence for student 
misbehavior by teachers in a structured discipline 
system. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
3. The results with respect to Hypothesis 3: There 
will be no significant relationship between the attribution 
of cause and the selection of consequence for student 
misbehavior by administrators in an unstructured 
discipline system. Table 8 shows that there is no 
significant relationship between cause and consequence for 
student misbehavior by administrators in an unstructured 
discipline system. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
4. The results with respect to Hypothesis 4: There 
will be no significant relationship between the attribution 
Table 7 
Pearson Correlations for Teachers in a Structured Discipline System 






SELCON 1.000 .1513 -.1733 
(0) (74) (74) 
£ = . £ = .099 £ = .070 
POWER (Disposition) .1513 1.0000 -.3193 
(74) (0) (74) 
£ = .099 £ = • £ = .003 
INFL (Situational) -.1733 -.3193 1.0000 
(74) (74) (0) 
£ = .070 £ = .003 £ = • 
Note. (Coefficient/Cases/Significance) is printed if a coefficient cannot be 
computed. 
*SELCON = Selection of Consequence 
**INFLU = Influence 
Table 8 
Pearson Correlations for Educational Administrators in an Unstructured Discipline System 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
POWER **INFLU 
*SELCON (Disposition) (Situational) 
SELCON 1.000 -.0457 .0181 
(0) (38) (38) 
£ = • £ = .393 £ = .457 
POWER (Disposition) -.0457 1.0000 -.5694 
(38) (0) (38) 
£ = .393 £ = • £ = .000 
INFLU (Situational) .0181 -.5694 1.0000 
(38) (38) (0) 
£ = .457 £ = .000 £ = • 
Note. (Coefficient/Cases/Significance) is printed if a coefficient cannot be 
computed. 
*SELCON = Selection of Consequence 




of cause and selection of consequence for student 
misbehavior by teachers in an unstructured discipline 
system. Table 9 indicates that there is no significant 
relationship between cause and consequence for student 
misbehavior by teachers in an unstructured discipline 
system. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
5. The results with respect to Hypothesis 5: There 
will be no significant difference in the attribution of 
cause and in the selection of consequence for student 
misbehavior between administrators and teachers in a 
structured discipline system. Table 10 shows that there 
is a significant difference in the selection of 
consequence between administrators and teachers in a 
structured discipline system. However, there was no 
significant difference between the two groups in the 
selection of cause. Administrators' mean score was 
significantly higher than teachers' in the selection of 
consequences. The null hypothesis was therefore partially 
accepted. 
6. The results with respect to Hypothesis 6: There 
will be no significant difference in the attribution of 
cause and in the selection of consequence for student 
misbehavior between administrators and teachers in an 
unstructured discipline system. Table 11 shows that there 
is a significant difference in the selection of consequence 
between administrators and teachers in an unstructured 
Table 9 
Pearson Correlations for Teachers in an Unstructured Discipline System 






SELCON 1.000 .1099 .1562 
(0) (71) (71) 
£ = • £ = .181 £ = .097 
POWER (Disposition) .1099 1.0000 -.1064 
(71) (0) (71) 
£ = .181 £ = • £ = .189 
INFLU (Situational) .1562 -.1064 1.0000 
(71) (71) (0) 
£ = .097 £ = .189 £ = • 
Note. (Coefficient/Cases/Significance) is printed if a coefficient cannot be 
computed. 
*SELCON = Selection of Consequence 
* *INFLU = Influence 
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Table 10 
Means and T Values of CFCS for Administrators and Teachers in a Structured Discipline 
System 
Pooled Variance Est. Separate Variance Est. 
Variables 
Number 
of Cases M SD SE F Value 
Two-Tail 
Prob. T Value df 
Two-Tail 




Administrators(S) 37 53.1081 10.104 1.661 1.73 .073 2.60 109 .011 2.84 91.45 
Teachers (S) 74 46.6622 13.287 1.545 
DISPOSITION 
Administrators(S) 37 38.0541 17.368 2.855 1.16 .633 -.16 109 .875 -.16 77.10 
Teachers (S) 74 38.6351 18.712 2.175 
SITUATIONAL 
Administrators(S) 37 15.1892 12.304 2.023 1.02 .965 .92 109 .359 .92 72.83 
Teachers (S) 74 12.8919 12.440 1.446 
*SEL0DN = Selection of Consequence 
Table 11 




of Cases M SD SE F Value 
Two-Tail 
Prob. 
Pooled Variance Est. 
Two-Tail 
T Value df Prob. 
Separate Variance Est. 
Two-Tail 
T Value df Prob. 
*SELOON 
Administrators(U) 38 49.8158 12.492 2.026 1.37 .293 2.49 107 .014 2.61 86.66 - 
Teachers (U) 71 42.8451 14.643 1.738 
DISPOSITION 
Administrators(U) 38 41.1579 18.827 3.054 1.36 .262 1.68 107 .097 1.60 66.33 _ 
Teachers(U) 71 35.3944 16.118 1.913 
SITUATIONAL 
Administrators(U) 38 17.1579 16.355 2.653 1.52 .132 .92 107 .360 .86 63.47 _ 
Teachers(U) 71 14.4930 13.263 1.574 
*SEI£DN = Selection of Consequence 
K> 
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discipline system. However, there was no significant 
difference between the selection of cause between the two 
groups. Administrators tended to be more punishing than 
teachers with a significantly higher consequence mean 
score. The null hypothesis was partially accepted for 
Hypothesis 6. 
7. The results with respect to Hypothesis 7: There 
will be no significant relationship between the selection 
of cause of misbehavior and the consequence of misbehavior. 
Table 12 shows that there is a significant relationship 
between the attribution of cause to disposition (power) 
and the selection of consequence. This relationship means 
that the more misbehavior is ascribed to power, the more 
severe the selection of consequence. There was, however, 
no significant relationship between the attribution of 
cause to situational factors and the selection of 
consequences. The null hypothesis was therefore partially 
rejected. 
8. The results with respect to Hypothesis 8: There 
will be no significant relationship between the selection 
of cause and each of the following biographical data such 
as years of professional educational experience, age, sex, 
race, and marital status. Table 13 shows that there is no 
significant relationship between the selection of cause as 
related to disposition and each of the following 
biographical data such as professional educational 
Table 12 
Pearson Correlations for the Selection of Cause of Misbehavior and the Selection of 
Consequence of Misbehavior 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients 
POWER **INFLU 
*SELCON (Disposition) (Situational) 
SELCON 1.000 .1232 .0906 
(0) (220) (220) 
£ = • £ = .034 £ = .090 
POWER (Disposition) .1232 1.0000 -.2560 
(220) (0) (220) 
£ = .034 £ = • £ = .000 
INFLU (Situational) .0906 -.2560 1.0000 
(220) (220) (0) 
£ = .090 £ = .000 £ = • 
Note. (Coefficient/Cases/Significance) is printed if a coefficient cannot be 
computed. 
*SELCON = Selection of Consequence 
**INFLU = Influence 
Table 13 
Description of Sample Group by Education, Age, Sex, Race, and Marital Status for 
Selection of Cause (Disposition) 
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df M Square F Significance of F 
Main Effects 1551.221 9 172.358 .579 .813 
Education 1364.468 3 454.823 1.528 .209 
Age 118.839 3 39.613 .133 .940 
Sex 58.232 1 58.232 .196 .659 
Race 29.366 1 29.366 .099 .754 
Marital 2.051 1 2.051 .077 .934 
Ln 
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experience, age, sex, race, and marital status. However, 
Table 14 shows a significant relationship between the 
selection of cause as related to situation and age. There 
is also a relationship between the selection of cause 
(situational) and sex. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
9. The results with respect to Hypothesis 9: There 
will be no significant relationship between the selection 
of consequence and each of the following biographical data 
such as years of professional educational experience, age, 
sex, race, and marital status. Table 15 shows that there 
is a significant relationship between sex and selection of 
consequence. There was also a significant relationship 
between marital status and selection of consequence. The 
null hypothesis was partially rejected because of the 
relationship of sex and marital status to the selection of 
consequence. 
The cause of student misbehavior was further analyzed 
to determine the variables that might be most powerful or 
influential in influencing misbehavior and also to 
determine if there was any difference between 
administrators and teachers in their perception of the 
importance of those variables. The variables selected for 
examination were family structure, school management 
style, peer influence, academic achievement, and student 
irresponsibility. Tables 16-23 provide the data for 
examining these variables and the perceptions of 
administrators and teachers regarding the strength of the 
Table 14 
Description of Sample Group by Education, Age, Sex, Race and Marital Status for 
Selection of Cause (Situational) 
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df M Square F Significance of F 
Main Effects 3680.139 9 408.904 2.551 .009 
Education 619.812 3 206.604 1.289 .280 
Age 2634.021 3 878.007 5.477 .001 
Sex 574.241 1 574.241 3.582 .050 
Race 35.328 1 35.328 .220 .639 
Marital 8.630 1 8.630 .054 .817 
Table 15 
Description of Sample Group by Education, Age, Sex, Race and Marital Status for 
Selection of Consequence 
Source of Variation Sum of Squares df M Square F Significance of F 
Main Effects 3869.589 9 429.954 2.561 .009 
Education 645.883 3 215.294 1.283 .282 
Age 749.953 3 249.984 1.489 .219 
Sex 748.299 1 748.299 4.458 .036 
Race 469.060 1 469.060 2.794 .096 
Marital 980.068 1 980.068 5.838 .017 
00 
Table 16 
Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Administrators and Teachers in an Unstructured 
Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators Unstructured 38 4.5789 .858 .139 1.43 .243 1.12 103 .264 
Teachers Unstructured 67 4.3582 1.025 .125 
School Management Style 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.4211 1.030 .167 1.10 .727 -2.19 103 .031 
Teachers Unstructured 67 3.8657 .983 .120 
Peer Influence 
Administrators Unstructured 38 4.2105 .664 .108 1.50 .183 -.09 103 .931 
Teachers Unstructured 67 4.2239 .813 .099 
Academic Achievement 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.6842 .904 .147 1.32 .362 -.23 103 .815 
Teachers Unstructured 67 3.7313 1.038 .127 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.4054 1.013 .166 1.18 .599 -1.53 101 .128 
Teachers Unstructured 67 3.7424 1.100 .135 
Table 17 
Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Administrators in an Unstructured Discipline 
System and Administrators in a Structured Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators Unstructured 38 4.5789 .858 .139 1.71 .111 .40 73 - 
Administrators Structured 37 4.4865 1.121 .184 
School Management Style 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.4211 1.030 .167 1.18 .618 -1.94 73 - 
Administrators Structured 37 3.8649 .948 .156 
Peer Influence 




 • 73 - 
Administrators Structured 37 4.2432 .895 .147 
Academic Achievement 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.6842 .904 .147 1.49 .235 -.54 73 - 
Administrators Structured 37 3.8108 1.101 .181 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.4054 1.013 .166 1.30 .431 -1.07 73 - 




Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Administrators in an Unstructured Discipline 
System and Teachers in a Structured Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators Unstructured 38 4.5789 .858 .139 1.12 .716 .75 110 .457 
Teachers Structured 74 4.4459 .909 .106 
School Management Style 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.4211 1.030 .167 1.27 .426 -1.08 110 .283 
Teachers Structured 74 3.6622 1.162 .135 
Peer Influence 
Administrators Unstructured 38 4.2105 .664 .108 1.74 .067 .05 no .962 
Teachers Structured 74 4.2027 .876 .102 
Academic Achievement 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.6842 .904 .147 1.24 .486 .39 no .695 
Teachers Structured 74 3.6081 1.004 .117 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators Unstructured 38 3.4054 1.013 .166 1.34 .333 -1.67 109 .097 
Teachers Structured 74 3.7838 1.174 .136 
00 
Table 19 
Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Teachers in an Unstructured Discipline System 
and Administrators in a Structured Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators Structured 67 4.3582 1.025 .125 1.20 .523 -.59 102 .556 
Teachers Unstructured 37 4.4865 1.121 .184 
School Management Style 




 • 102 .997 
Teachers Unstructured 37 3.8649 .948 .156 
Peer Influence 
Administrators Structured 67 4.2239 .813 .099 1.21 .495 -.11 102 .911 
Teachers Unstructured 37 4.2432 .895 .147 
Academic Achievement 
Administrators Structured 67 3.7313 1.038 .127 1.13 .666 -.37 102 .715 
Teachers Unstructured 37 3.8108 1.101 .181 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators Structured 67 3.7424 1.100 .135 1.10 .713 .29 101 .772 
Teachers Unstructured 37 3.6757 1.156 .190 
Table 20 
Ratings of Influence Factors for Student Misbehavior by Teachers in a Structured and Unstructured 
Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Teachers Unstructured 67 4.3582 1.025 .125 1.27 .314 -.54 139 .591 
Teachers Structured 74 4.4459 .909 .106 
School Management Style 
Teachers Unstructured 67 3.8657 .983 .120 1.40 .169 1.12 139 .266 
Teachers Structured 74 3.6622 1.162 .135 
Peer Influence 
Teachers Unstructured 67 4.2239 .813 .099 1.16 .543 .15 139 .882 
Teachers Structured 74 4.2027 .876 .102 
Academic Achievement 
Teachers Unstructured 67 3.7313 1.038 .127 1.07 .779 .72 139 .475 
Teachers Structured 74 3.6081 1.004 .117 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Teachers Unstructured 67 3.7424 1.100 .135 1.14 .595 -.21 138 .831 




Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Administrators and Teachers in a Structured 
Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators Structured 37 4.4865 1.121 .184 1.52 .130 .20 109 .838 
Teachers Unstructured 74 4.4459 .909 .106 
School Management Style 
Administrators Structured 37 3.8649 .948 .156 1.50 .180 .92 109 .360 
Teachers Unstructured 74 3.6622 1.162 .135 
Peer Influence 
Administrators Structured 37 4.2432 .895 .147 1.04 .856 .23 109 .820 
Teachers Unstructured 74 4.2027 .876 .102 
Academic Achievement 
Administrators Structured 37 3.8108 1.101 .181 1.20 .498 .97 109 .334 
Teachers Unstructured 74 3.6081 1.004 .117 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators Structured 37 3.6757 1.156 .190 1.03 .943 -.46 109 .647 




Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Teachers and Administrators in an Unstructured 
Discipline System and Teachers and Administrators in a Structured Discipline System 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators/Teachers (U) 105 4.4381 .970 .095 1.02 .920 -.16 214 .872 
Administrators/Teachers (S) 111 4.4595 .980 .093 
School Management Style 
Administrators/Teachers (U) 105 3.7048 1.018 .099 1.16 .456 -.17 214 .863 
Administrators/Teachers (S) 111 3.7297 1.095 .104 
Peer Influence 
Administrators/Teachers (U) 105 4.2190 .759 .074 1.34 .136 .03 214 .980 
Administrators/Teachers (S) 111 4.2162 .878 .083 
Academic Achievement 






 • 214 .780 
Administrators/Teachers (S) 111 3.6757 1.037 .098 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators/Teachers (U) 105 3.6214 1.077 .106 1.17 .427 -.82 212 .411 
Administrators/Teachers (S) 111 3.7477 1.164 .110 
00 
Table 23 
Ratings of Influencing Factors for Student Misbehavior by Administrators and Teachers in Entire Sanple 
Number of Two-Tail Two-Tail 
Variables Cases M SD SE F value Prob. T value df Prob. 
Family Structure 
Administrators 75 4.5333 .991 .114 1.06 .766 .93 214 .354 
Teachers 141 4.4043 .963 .081 
School Management Style 
Administrators 75 3.6400 1.009 .116 1.15 .509 -.79 214 .432 
Teachers 141 3.7589 1.082 .091 
Peer Influence 
Administrators 75 4.2267 .781 .090 1.17 .467 .12 214 .906 
Teachers 141 4.2128 .844 .071 
Academic Achievement 
Administrators 75 3.7467 1.001 .116 1.04 .881 .55 214 .581 
Teachers 141 3.6667 1.019 .086 
Irresponsibility of the 
Student 
Administrators 75 3.5405 1.088 .126 1.09 .692 -1.39 212 .166 
Teachers 141 3.7643 1.136 .096 
00 
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influences. With respect to the views of administrators 
and teachers, there is only one case of significant 
difference and that is with respect to the views of 
administrators and teachers in an unstructured discipline 
system regarding school management style. The data from 
the t test showed that the teachers regard school 
management style as significantly more influential as a 
factor for student misbehavior than the views of the 
administrators. With respect to both teachers and 
administrators, the variable that is regarded as most 
influential is family structure. Peer influence is held 
to be the next most important factor. 
The purpose of this study was to determine if 
differences existed between educational administrators' 
and teachers' attribution for student misbehavior. The 
results of the study indicated that there are significant 
relationships between educational administrators and 
teachers. The most significant overall relationship 
between educational administrators and teachers was the 
selection of cause of misbehavior and the consequence of 
misbehavior. When disposition was the selected cause for 
misbehavior, there was the tendency for the selected 
consequence to be severe. There was also a significant 
relationship between the selection of cause, age and sex. 
There was also a significant relationship between sex, 
marital status, and the selection of consequence. 
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Educational administrators and teachers in both the 
structured and unstructured school systems selected family 
structure more often than any other factor as being very 
strongly related to influencing student misbehavior. Peer 
influence was a close second as an influencing factor for 
student misbehavior. 
Chapter 5 
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
The main body of this chapter is organized into three 
sections. The first section presents a summary of the 
methodology, instrumentation, and procedures for 
conducting the study. The second section reviews the 
purposes of the study and centers a discussion of the 
study results around these objectives. Concluding 
comments and recommendations based on the results of this 
study are presented in the last section of this chapter. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine if 
differences exist between educational administrators and 
teachers in a structured discipline system and educational 
administrators and teachers in an unstructured discipline 
system, and their attribution for student misbehavior and 
choice of appropriate consequences. Disposition-causality 
and situational-causality are designed as attributions, 
and consequence consists of the categories lenient, mild, 
and severe. To study these concepts, educational 
administrators and teachers were asked to complete the 
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Causal Factor and Consequence Scale Form-R, and a 
biographical data form. 
The sample used for this study included 80 
educational administrators, 40 from the structured 
discipline system and 40 from the unstructured discipline 
system, and 160 classroom teachers, 80 from the structured 
discipline system and 80 from the unstructured discipline 
system. The educational administrators were selected from 
a population of 20 urban schools (grades 9-12), and 20 
suburban schools (grades 9-12) located in the metropolitan 
Atlanta area. Of the 20 schools in each school system, 
the researcher randomly selected 10 schools in both 
systems to conduct the research. The sample totaled 240. 
The development of the Causal Factor and Consequence 
Scale was to describe a wide range of student behaviors, 
offer possible causes for each behavior and offer a range 
of possible consequences for each student behavior. Both 
forms of the scale (Form P for power, Form PI for peer 
influence) have 10 destructive behavior statements--12 
antisocial behavior statments, and 12 rebellious behavior 
statements. Each scale's second 17 statements, Items 
18-34, are behavior statements drawn from the same subset 
behavior factors as the first 17 statements, Items 1-17. 
The selection of causes is based on three levels: 
l--unrelated, 2--somewhat related, and 3—strongly 
related. The selection of consequences is based on three 
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levels: l--lenient, 2--mild, and 3--severe. The 34 items 
on each form are statements such as "Student damages 
another student's notebook," and "Student indirectly 
causes injury to another student. " Reliability was 
determined by the split-half method. Reliability 
coefficients were calculated for both forms using the 
Spearman Formula for Rank Order Correlation. The 
reliability coefficients ranged from .76 to .88 for Form 
P, and from .78 to .87 for Form PI. The validity of the 
Causal Factor and Consequence scales, Forms P and PI, has 
been proven in its consistent use. 
A second Causal Factor and Consequence Scale Form-R 
was developed in order to lessen confusion for respondents 
with two scales. Form-R eliminated the two 34-item 
scales. The revised scale offerred similar choices for 
causes and consequences. The first 15 items referred to 
violent or destructive behavior, Items 16-33 referred to 
antisocial behavior, and Items 34-51 referred to 
rebellious behavior. Respondents were offered the same 3 
choices of consequences, that is, lenient, mild, or 
severe, then they were given 5 choices for cause. 
Respondents were asked to rate the degree to which the 
following behaviors were caused by the students' 
disposition (need for power) or by situational factors 
(influence of peers). The 5 responses were: SD = 
strongly dispositional; MD = mildly dispositional; U = 
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uncertain, may be equally situational or dispositional; MS 
= mildly situational; and SS = strongly situational. The 
revised scale measured the same causes and consequences as 
Form P and Form PI; however, repetitious statements were 
reduced. 
Reliability for the revised Causal Factor and 
Consequence Scale was determined by the test-retest method 
using 10 administrators who were not a part of the 
dissertation sample. This group was given the revised 
Causal Factor and Consequence Scale twice during a 2-week 
interval. The reliability scores ranged from .81 to .87. 
The validity of the revised Causal Factor and Consequence 
Scale Form-R was based on the use of an expert panel of 
judges that included school psychologists, administrators, 
counselors, and teachers, who rated the scale on clarity 
of directions and the relationship to student misbehavior 
and selection of consequences. 
The method employed in this study was to mail the 
Causal Factor and Consequence Scale Form-R, and the 
biographical data sheet to the secondary educational 
administrators and teachers who comprised the study 
sample. The participants' package included a cover letter 
and return instructions. Each participant was asked to 
complete the scale and the biographical data sheet. A 
follow-up phone call was made 5 days after the initial 
mailout. There were 240 mailouts with 220 returns that 
were usable for analysis. 
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Data used for analyses from the Causal Factor and 
Consequence Form-R consisted of item and category scores 
which were summed for frequency and percentages for both 
groups. The t test was used to determine if mean scores 
of the Causal Factor and Consequence Scale variables and 
the Factors that Influence Behavior variables were 
significantly different between educational administrators 
and teachers. Also, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
Coefficient analysis was performed to determine the degree 
of relationship, if any, between variables. 
1. Results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant relationship 
between the attribution of cause and the selection of 
consequence (attribution process) for student misbehavior 
by administrators in a structured discipline system. 
Table 6 indicated that there was a significant 
relationship between the attribution of cause and the 
selection of consequence by administrators in a structured 
discipline system. Specifically, Table 6 also indicated 
that there was a significant relationship between 
situation and consequence selection (-.2734, £ < .050). 
Hypothesis 1 was therefore rejected. 
2. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 2: There will be no significant relationship 
between the attribution of cause and selection of 
consequence (attribution process) for student misbehavior 
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by teachers in a structured discipline system. Table 7 
indicated that there was no significant relationship 
between cause and consequence for student misbehavior by 
teachers in a structured discipline system. The null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
3. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant relationship 
between the attribution of cause and the selection of 
consequence for student misbehavior by administrators in 
an unstructured discipline system. Table 8 showed that 
there was no significant relationship between cause and 
consequences for student misbehavior by administrators in 
an unstructured discipline system. The null hypothesis 
was accepted. 
4. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant relationship 
between the attribution of cause and selection of 
consequence for student misbehavior by teachers in an 
unstructured discipline system. Table 9 indicated that 
there was no significant relationship between cause and 
consequence for student misbehavior by teachers in an 
unstructured discipline system. The null hypothesis was 
accepted. 
5. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 5: There will be no significant difference in 
the attribution of cause and in the selection of 
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consequence for student misbehavior by administrators and 
teachers in a structured discipline system. Table 10 
showed that there is a significant difference in the 
selection of consequence between administrators and 
teachers in a structured discipline system. However, 
there was no significant difference between the two groups 
in the selection of cause. Administrators' mean score was 
significantly higher than teachers' mean score in the 
selection of consequence. The null hypothesis was 
partially accepted. 
6. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 6: There will be no significant difference in 
the attribution of cause and in the selection of 
consequence for student misbehavior by administrators and 
teachers in an unstructured discipline system. Table 11 
showed that there was a significant difference in the 
selection of consequence between administrators and 
teachers in an unstructured discipline system. However, 
there was no significant difference between the selection 
of cause between the two groups. Administrators tended to 
be more punishing than teachers with a higher consequence 
mean score. The null hypothesis was partially accepted 
for Hypothesis 6. 
7. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 7: There will be no significant relationship 
between the selection of cause of misbehavior and the 
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consequence of misbehavior. Tables 12 showed that this 
hypothesis has been disproven because there was a 
significant relationship between the attribution of cause 
of misbehavior and the selection of consequence of 
misbehavior. The null hypothesis was partially rejected. 
8. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 8: There will be no significant relationship 
between the selection of cause and each of the following 
biographical data such as each of the following 
biographical data, such as years of professional 
educational experience, age, sex, race, and marital 
status. Table 13 showed that there was no significant 
relationship between the selection of cause (disposition) 
and each of the following biographical data such as 
professional educational experience, age, sex, race, and 
marital status. Table 14 showed that there was a 
significant relationship between the selection of cause 
(situational), age and sex. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
9. The results and conclusions with respect to 
Hypothesis 9: There will be no significant relationship 
between the selection of consequence and each of the 
following biographical data such as years of professional 
educational experience, age, sex, race, and marital 
status. Table 15 showed that there was a significant 
relationship between sex and selection of consequence. 
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There was also a significant relationship between marital 
status and selection of consequence. The null hypothesis 
was partially rejected because of the relationships of sex 
and marital status with the selection of consequence. 
The results of this study indicated that there was no 
significant difference between educational administrators 
and teachers in a structured discipline system, and 
educational administrators and teachers in an unstructured 
discipline system in the selection of factors that 
influence student misbehavior. Both groups chose family 
structure more often than any other factor that influence 
student misbehavior. Peer influence was chosen next 
followed by academic achievement, school management style, 
and irresponsibility of the student. 
The results of this study also indicated that there 
were no significant differences between educational 
administrators and teachers in a structured discipline 
system and, educational administrators and teachers in an 
unstructured discipline system. The most significant 
differences were the relationships between the attribution 
of cause and consequences and the relationships between 
the selection of cause and consequence, and biographical 
data such as professional educational experience, age, 
sex, race, and marital status. 
Educational administrators and teachers in both 
discipline systems felt that more of student misbehavior 
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was caused by disposition (power needs) than situational 
(peer influence). Also, regardless of the selected cause 
for the student misbehavior by educational administrators 
and teachers, they as a group selected equal levels of 
severity of consequence. Both groups were more punishing 
when power (disposition) was perceived as the cause for 
the misbehavior than when peer influence was the selected 
cause. 
In regard to attribution theory, this study found 
support for the concept of disposition, which stated that 
"people are more prone to attribute another person's acts 
to personal dispositions [internal] than to situational 
factors" (Frasher & Frasher, 1980, p. 10). The groups in 
the present study were more prone to select power 
(disposition) than peer influence (situational) as the 
cause for the students' misbehaviors. With Wolman's 
(1980) and Cohen's (1972) concept of power as an internal 
component tied to self-concept, these results suggested 
that a selection of power as the cause is an indication of 
an internal factor, while peer influence is a situational 
factor. 
The attribution literature has implied a relationship 
between attribution concepts such as disposition-situation 
and responsibility-intention (Brophy, 1980; Clark, 1980; 
Gouran, 1979) . Whether a behavior is attributed to 
internal or situational factors can depend on the 
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perceived degree of responsibility assigned to the person 
whose behavior is being evaluated and the perceived 
intentions of the person. Attributions assigned to 
internal factors are based on a perception that the 
observed person is responsible for his/her behavior and 
has intentions related to these internal processes. This 
may explain why the educational administrators and 
teachers in this study selected power more often than peer 
influence in the selection of causality. 
The degree of consequence severity for misbehavior 
assigned to power-causality supports the findings of Dyck 
and Rule (1978) who found that people advocated more 
severe punishments for behavior if they perceived the 
cause of the behavior as internally controlled. The Dyck 
and Rule study also discovered that when the observer's 
perception of causality included the belief that the 
actor's behavior was internal plus intentionally 
aggressive they were the most severe in retribution. This 
finding was supported by the present study when the items 
and behavior factors of the Causal Factor and Consequence 
Scale Form-R were studied. The composite of both groups 
showed more severe punishment for those behaviors that 
were considered violent and destructive and were perceived 
as power-oriented. 
Deaux (1976) noted that dispositional causality was 
most frequently selected as the primary cause for behavior 
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when the behavior is viewed as consistent with either past 
behavior or present expectations. This, perhaps, 
interfaces with Carroll and Payne's (1977) finding that 
the degree of punishment equals the degree of perceived 
future risk. This increased risk factor is related back 
to the perception of internal causality. Jones and Davis 
(1965) stated that behavior considered persistently 
negative is attributed generally to personal 
characteristics and, therefore, to be expected again in 
the future. The educational administrators do not perhaps 
expect rebellious behavior because a majority of students 
are respectful; consequently, rebellious behavior is more 
likely assigned to situational causality than internal 
causality by educational administrators and consequently 
punished less severely. 
Duke (1978) has attributed the increase in student 
misbehavior to what he calls the "depersonalization of 
blame." Duke felt that attributing causality for student 
antisocial behavior too frequently and indiscriminately to 
situational factors has led to a mind set of blaming 
others instead of the person, which threatens the 
development of self-discipline. Petronio (1982) found 
that adults were much less severe in punishment of 
adolescents whose behavior was perceived as peer related. 
While there was some support for Duke's (1978) 
hypothesis, there was also support in the present study 
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for the "just world hypothesis" explained by Shaw and 
Skolnick (1971), which stated that a major component of 
naive psychology, or layman's psychology, is the belief 
that the world "is orderly and ones strivings will not be 
blocked by chance interferences from the physical or 
social environment" (Lerner & Miller, 1978, p. 1035). The 
educational administrators and teachers in the present 
study as a whole assigned disposition-causality to 
misbehavior more than situational and collectively were 
more punishing of disposition-related behaviors. Or, as 
Kun and Weiner (1973), and Younger, Earn, and Arrowood 
(1978) stated in reference to the "just world" viewpoint, 
they got what they deserved. 
The results of this study, especially the data that 
showed all groups, selected either disposition-causality, 
uncertain or situational-causality for most of the 
behavior statements, indicated that Heider (1958) was 
accurate in his proposition that people attribute most 
observed behavior to either internal or external factors. 
Another attribution concept may account for some or all of 
the findings related to Heider's premise, the attribution 
principle of salience. Salience was defined by Michela 
and Kelley (1980) as when an effort is attributed to the 
cause that is most salient in the perceptual field at the 
time the effect is observed. Perhaps, respondents in the 
present study selected either disposition or situational 
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causality, because they were the most salient choices at 
the time the attribution was elicited. 
Conclusions 
This study seems to show that the perception of 
behavior causality can impact on decisions made in 
response to certain behaviors. The relationship between 
attributions and consequences should be studied further. 
The importance of further study in this area is 
highlighted by the findings that the sample groups 
differed in many aspects of the attributional process. To 
determine if these differences exist in or among other 
groups such as female administrators versus male 
administrators and female teachers versus male teachers, 
this would perhaps help clarify why differences exist and 
whether differences lead to communication problems that 
foster such behavior cycles as self-confirming cycles 
(Storm & McCaul, 1976) and learned helplessness. 
This study also tried to approach the need for more 
research on how educational administrators view 
discipline, as suggested by Bar-Tal (1976), Duke (1978), 
and Wayson (1982). The findings of the present study seem 
to support the need for additional research on how 
educational administrators view and respond to discipline 
problems. These types of research projects may shed light 
on if and why educational administrators, males compared 
to females, and teachers, males compared to females, view 
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discipline differently and if and why the two groups 
differ in their views and responses to discipline problems. 
There needs to be an effort to tie the sociological 
and psychological research in the fertile area of 
attribution theory to research in educational 
administration. Attribution theory that deals with 
perception, disposition (power needs), and consequences of 
misbehavior has not been studied enough in other 
professional fields and it may be in the area of 
discipline and student misbehavior that attribution has 
much to offer to research and the training of individuals 
who are to solve these problems. 
The purpose of this study was to determine if 
differences existed between educational administrators' 
and teachers' attributions for student misbehavior. 
1. There was a significant relationship between the 
attribution of cause and the selection of consequence by 
administrators in a structured discipline system. 
2. There was no significant relationship between the 
attribution of cause and selection of consequence for 
student misbehavior by teachers in a structured discipline 
system. 
3. There was no significant relationship between the 
attribution of cause and the selection of consequence for 
student misbehavior by administrators in an unstructured 
discipline system. 
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4. There was no significant relationship between the 
attribution of cause and selection of consequence for 
student misbehavior by teachers in an unstructured 
discipline system. 
5. There was no significant difference between the 
attribution of cause and selection of consequence for 
student misbehavior by administrators and teachers in a 
structured discipline system. 
6. There was no significant difference between the 
attribution of cause and selection of consequence for 
student misbehavior by administrators and teachers in an 
unstructured discipline system. 
7. There was a significant relationship between the 
selection of cause of misbehavior and the consequence of 
misbehavior. 
8. There was a significant relationship between the 
selection of cause and each of the following biographical 
data such as age and sex. 
9. There was a significant relationship between the 
selection of consequence and each of the following 
biographical data such as sex and marital status. 
Recommendations 
1. Educational administrators and teachers should 
focus on the inherent characteristics of the child rather 
than the environment. 
2. While environmental factors such as family 
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structure, school management style and peer influence are 
often blamed for misbehavior, administrators and teachers 
should focus on school factors that are just as 
influencing as the cause of student misbehavior. 
3. Educational administrators and teachers need to 
pay special attention to how the characteristics of the 
student who has misbehaved are influencing their diagnosis 
and selection of corrective measures. 
4. A staff development program that teaches both 
administrators and teachers assertive discipline will help 
to minimize and prevent many student behavior problems. 
5. The school and PTA should get parents involved in 
the communication of expected behavior to students, staff, 
and parents v/hich can be the foundation of good discipline. 
6. A follow-up study should be made focusing on how 
male administrators compare with female administrators in 
the attribution of cause and the selection of appropriate 
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Causal Factor and Consequence Scale Form-R (Revised) 
BIOGRAPHICAL 
DATA 
Education completed:  
Total years of teaching experience:  
Total years of administrative experience: 
What is your present position:  
Age:  
Marital status:  
Sex:  
Number of children:  
Race:  
Rate the following on a scale of 1 - 5 as influencing factors for student 
misbehavior: 
5 - very strongly related 
4 - strongly related 
3 - mildly related 
2 - somewhat related 
1 - unrelated 
Family Structure 
School Management Style 
Peer Influence 
Academic Achievement 
Irresponsibility of the Student 
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CAUSAL FACTOR AMD CONSEQUENCE SCALE 
Rate the degree to which you think each of the following behaviors are caused by 
the student'a disposition (need for power) or by situational factors (Influence 
of peers). 
SD - strongly dispositional 
MD - mildly dispositional 
U * uncertain, may be equally sltuatlonal/dlsposltlonal 
MS « mildly situational 
SS “ strongly situational 
Circle only one for each behavioral statement. Also rate the severity of consequence/ 
punishment you feel would be most appropriate for each behavior, from 1 to 3: 
1 - lenient (e.g., verbal reprimand) 
2 - mild (e.g., before or after school detention) 
3 ■ severe (e.g., In school/out-of-school suspension) 
Circle only one for each behavioral statement. 
1. Student indirectly causes Injury to 
another student  
Cause Consequence 
SD MD U MS SS 2 3 
2. Student tears up own homework In class... SD MD U MS SS 
3. Student ruins another student's class 
project  SD MD U MS SS 
4. Student damages another student's 
notebook -  SD MD U MS SS 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
5. Student breaks a school window SD MD U MS SS 2 3 
6. Student throws own wrlstwatch against 
the wall  SD MD U MS SS 2 3 
7. Student slams several locker doors while 
screaming  SD MD U MS SS 
8. Student pushes another student  SD MD U MS SS 
9. Student slaps another student  SD MD U MS SS 
10. Student tears another student's clothing. SD MD U MS SS 
11. Student deliberately pours Ink on 
another student's clothing  SD MD U MS SS 
12. Student destroys a school library book... SD MD U MS SS 
13. Student destroys own classroom assignment SD MD U MS SS 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
128 
14. Student breaks several of hla/har own 
pencils  
15. Student stuffs toilet vlth paper or other 
objects that cause an overflow  
16. Student Bakes fun of other students In 
class  
17. Student tries to tell others what to do.. 
Cause 
SD MD U MS SS 
SD MD Ü MS SS 
SD MD U MS SS 
SD HD U MS SS 
Consequence 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
18. Student manipulates others to get them 
in trouble   SB » 0 MS SS 
19. Student knocks around articles that others 
are working with (e.g., group objects)... SD MD Ü MS SS 
20. Student makes loud noises when others are 
reading SD MB Ü MS SS 
21. Student does not return another student's 
textbook SB MD U MS SS 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
22. Student swears, curses, or uses obscene 
language SB MD U MS SS 
23. Student teases and gossips about others.. SB MD B MS SS 
24. Student pushes other students around  SB MB D MS SS 
25. Student gets In the way of other students 
working on class projects SD MB U MS SS 
26. Student sprawls over school furniture or 
space needed by others SB MD U MS SS 
27. Student damages others' property  SB MB Ü MS SS 
28. Student calls another student a "stupid 
jerk" SB MD II MS SS 
29. Student causes fight among other students SB MB II MS SS 
30. Student Interferes with other students' 
class activities SB MB U MS SS 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
1 2 3 
31. Student tries to calk louder than 
other students  SB MB U MS SS 2 3 
32. Student uses another student's belongings 
without permission  SB MB U MS SS 2 3 
33. Student uses hostile language toward 
another student  SD MB U MS SS 1 2 3 
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Cause Conaequence 
34. Student displays a negative attitude 
toward regulations or regular routines... SD MD U MS SS 1 2 3 
33. Student saokes In clearly marked 
restricted ares  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
36. Student playa deaf and does not follow 
Instructions  SD MD U MS SS 1 2 3 
37. Student refuses to work on assigned 
subject  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
38. Student is hostile toward people In 
authority  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
39. Student repeatedly says that he can get 
people In authority fired  SD MD D MS ss 1 2 3 
40. Student falls to return to class after 
running an errand for the teacher  SD MD 0 MS ss 1 2 3 
41. Student skips school all day  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
42. Student runs away from classroom field 
trip  SD MD D MS ss 1 2 3 
43. Student runs from school assembly  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
44. Student Interrupts group discussion by 
talking about unrelated topics  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
45. Student disrupts games by refusing to 
follow rules  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
46. Student does not stay In seat during 
group work In class  SD MD U MS ss L 2 3 
47. Student refuses to participate In 
required activities  SD MD U MS ss l 2 3 
48. Student attempts to run away from a 
student-parent-teacher conference  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
49. Student does the opposite of what was 
requested by the teacher  SD MD D MS ss 1 2 3 
50. Student Is chronically late to his classes SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
51. Student mocks people in authority  SD MD U MS ss 1 2 3 
Appendix B 
Means and Standard Deviations for Causal Facto 
and Consequence Scale Form-R by Groups 
Means and Standard Deviations for Causal Factor 

















SD = 18.82 
38.63 




SD = 17.70 
Situational 




SD = 16.35 
12.89 










SD = 12.49 
46.66 




SD = 13.55 
*Structured Discipline System 
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Dear Colleague: 
I am an Assistant Principal in the DeKalb County School 
System completing the requirements for a Doctoral Degree. 
I am asking for your assistance in conducting a study on 
the attribution of discipline. The purpose of the study 
is to take a closer look at if and how administrators 
assign causality to student behavior. 
You will find enclosed the Causal Factor and Consequence 
Scale and a Biographical Data Sheet. 
You have been selected to participate in the study and 
your response is very important to its success. Please 
respond according to the instructions on the Scale and 
Biographical Data. I appreciate very much your 
willingness to assist me in this study. Respondents will 
not be identified. 
Please return the Scale and Biographical Data to Bobby G. 
Jordan, Assistant Principal, Henderson High School within 
3 days. Again, let me thank you in advance for your time 
and contribution. 
Sincerely, 
Bobby G. Jordan 
Assistant Principal 
Henderson High School 
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Mr. Bobby G. Jordan 
3602 Lynfield Drive, SW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30311 
Dear Colleague: 
Would you please take time out of your busy schedule to 
fill out the enclosed questionnaire and biographical data 
sheet? They are pertinent to my dissertation study which 
focuses on the attribution of discipline. The purpose of 
the study is to take a closer look at if and how teachers 
assign causality to student behavior. 
You have been selected to participate in the study and 
your response is very important to its success. All I 
need is the statistical information which questionnaire 
and biographical data will reveal. Your name and the name 
of your school will therefore remain anonymous. The 
results of the study will be available to you upon request. 
Please return the questionnaire and biographical data 
sheet to your principal within 3 days. 
Thanks for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 







Sample Response Form 
Bobby G. Jordan 
3602 Lynfield Drive, SW 
Atlanta, Georgia 30311 
ATTRIBUTION THEORY IN EDUCATION: AN ANALYSIS OF 
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS" AND TEACHERS" 
PERCEPTION OF STUDENT MISBEHAVIOR 
, 1987 
You have my permission to use ten (10) 
randomly selected schools in the  
in your research study if the principals of 
the selected schools agree with your request. 
Permission is not granted to use the 
secondary schools in the  
in your research study. 
TITLE: 
